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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 2022 

WORKSHOP, 5:30 PM 
FIRE DEPARTMENT TRAINING ROOM AND VIRTUAL 

625 UTE AVENUE 
 

 

 
1. Discussion Topics 
  
  a. Community Recreation Center Planning 
  
  b. Housing Strategy Implementation  
  
  c. Fire Department Consultant Study 
  
2. City Council Communication 
  

  
An unstructured time for Councilmembers to discuss current matters, share 
ideas for possible future consideration by Council, and provide information from 
board & commission participation. 

  
3. Next Workshop Topics 
  
4. Other Business 
  

 

What is the purpose of a Workshop? 
 
The purpose of the Workshop is to facilitate City Council discussion through analyzing 
information, studying issues, and clarifying problems. The less formal setting of the Workshop 
promotes conversation regarding items and topics that may be considered at a future City 
Council meeting. 
 
How can I provide my input about a topic on tonight’s Workshop agenda? 
Individuals wishing to provide input about Workshop topics can: 
 
1.  Send an email (addresses found here https://www.gjcity.org/313/City-Council) or call one or 
more members of City Council (970-244-1504); 
 

Packet Page 1

http://www.gjcity.org/
https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/4119198694641467407
https://www.gjcity.org/313/City-Council


City Council Workshop November 14, 2022 

2.  Provide information to the City Manager (citymanager@gjcity.org) for dissemination to the 
City Council.  If your information is submitted prior to 3 p.m. on the date of the Workshop, copies 
will be provided to Council that evening. Information provided after 3 p.m. will be disseminated 
the next business day. 
 
3.  Attend a Regular Council Meeting (generally held the 1st and 3rd Wednesdays of each month 
at 6 p.m. at City Hall) and provide comments during “Citizen Comments.”
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Grand Junction City Council 
 

Regular Session 
  

Item #1.a. 
  
Meeting Date: November 14, 2022 
  
Presented By: Ken Sherbenou, Parks and Recreation Director 
  
Department: Parks and Recreation 
  
Submitted By: Ken Sherbenou 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Community Recreation Center Planning 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends consideration of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
recommendation for  
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
The Grand Junction Community Recreation Center (CRC) at Matchett Park Feasibility 
Study has been completed. This full report is included in the attachments with this 
agenda documentation. This report captures the full planning process that has been 
conducted for most of 2022. City Council adopted the Parks, Recreation and Open 
Space (PROS) Master Plan on January 6, 2021. The highest priority of that plan was a 
Community Recreation Center. To better understand the opportunity, the City 
commissioned a study facilitated by professors from Colorado Mesa University, which 
concluded in February of this year. Showing strong community support for a CRC and a 
willingness to fund it, the City commenced planning for the CRC. The Grand Junction 
Community Recreation Center at Matchett Park Feasibility Study is now brought before 
City Council for consideration, potential adoption and, if adopted, the pursuit of a ballot 
proposal to ask voters if they approve of making the facility a reality. 
 
City Council charged the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) with informing 
and guiding the creation of the plan. PRAB has made several recommendations to City 
Council at critical junctions in the planning process including site, building size, and 
funding plan. These recommendations have been ratified by the City Council. PRAB 
met on November 1 and formulated their final recommendation as explained in the 
letter from CRC PRAB subcommittee chairman Dr. Bill Findlay. Chairman Findlay 
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stated: "we unanimously today voted to recommend official adoption of the plan by City 
Council and to direct staff to draft ballot language for the April 4, 2023 election". 
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
The Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan has a Community 
Recreation Center (CRC) as the highest priority. City Council gave direction to further 
study the opportunity by working with professors from Colorado Mesa University (CMU) 
to conduct a statistically valid survey. Results from the survey indicated strong support 
for a CRC. Council then provided further direction to staff to assemble a potential plan 
and proposal to bring a CRC to fruition, including engaging with a consultant to further 
refine the plan through public engagement. Barker Rinker Seacat Architecture (BRS) 
has been mobilized to facilitate the Community Recreation Center (CRC) study building 
off of previous studies and reforming plans. For the better part of the year, the planning 
process has progressed. City Council charged the Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board (PRAB) with guiding the planning and reporting back to Council regarding their 
recommendations. This work has culminated in the final Grand Junction Community 
Recreation Center at Matchett Park Feasibility Study, enclosed with this agenda 
documentation.       
 
At the July 6 City Council meeting, the results of CRC planning work session #1 and 
the subsequent recommendation from PRAB were summarized. This recommendation 
was formulated in light of Matchett's opportunities for future expansion, the CRC 
serving as an anchor and catalyst for Matchett Park Master Plan amenities including 
outdoor facilities, and a desire for a simple-to-understand, single ballot issue. City 
Council approved the recommended site for the CRC at Matchett Park.   
 
At the August 17 City Council meeting, the results of CRC planning work session #2 
and the corresponding recommendation from PRAB were presented and 
discussed.  As described in the letter from PRAB Chairperson Findlay included in the 
report, after due consideration and in-depth discussion, PRAB voted unanimously to 
recommend the building program of 83,000 square feet. Furthermore, PRAB again 
voted unanimously to combine cannabis tax revenue already secured for Parks and 
Recreation with a small sales tax increase of 0.15 percent. 
 
One of the primary considerations in the formulation of this recommendation was the 
estimation that City residents only account for about 30 percent of the total sales tax 
revenue generated. The memo from City Manager Caton and Finance Director Welch 
dated July 15, 2022, describing the sources of sales tax, is also included with this staff 
report. Another central reason was that at 0.15 percent, the increase would be less 
than half of what voters turned down in 2019 (0.39 percent) and would be by far the 
smallest increase of any of the other western slope communities that all approved 
much larger sales tax increases (Fruita: 1 percent, Delta: 1 percent, Gunnison: 1 
percent, Montrose: 0.3 percent, Durango: 0.5 percent). The cannabis revenue 
combined with the 0.15 percent sales tax increase would enable the Community's first 
multi-purpose Community Recreation Center. After reviewing the content of the work 
session and in consideration of PRAB's recommendation, City Council voted to 
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approve PRAB’s recommendation. 
 
On September 19 and 20, work session #3 was held including six focus groups and a 
community forum. Following those meetings, PRAB again reviewed a significant 
amount of public feedback. PRAB held a special meeting on September 26 and 
recommended approving the operational plan. This content, along with work session #1 
on site and work session #2 on funding, was combined into the Grand Junction CRC 
Feasibility Study report. On November 1, the CRC PRAB Subcommittee met to 
evaluate and discuss the draft report. This report was reviewed extensively by 
members of PRAB through several rounds of edits. Changes from members of PRAB 
were incorporated into the document to accurately and succinctly capture the full plan. 
As described in the November 1 letter from Dr. Findlay, PRAB voted unanimously "to 
recommend official adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft ballot 
language for the April 4, 2023 election". 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
This agenda item has no fiscal impact at this time. 
  
SUGGESTED MOTION: 
  
Provide staff direction regarding consideration of the adoption of the plan and a 
possible ballot proposal. 
  

Attachments 
  
1. PRAB recommendation on CRC plan adoption and ballot proposal 
2. GJCRC 2022.10.31 Draft Feasibility Report FINAL with Appendix V4.pdf, reduced 

size 
3. Source of Sales Tax Study with attachment 071522 
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11/1/2022   
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, CO, 81501 
 
Dear City Council  
 
The CRC PRAB subcommittee (Community Rec Center subcommittee of the Park and Rec Advisory 
Board) met today for its probable last meeting.  We endeavored to complete the mission assigned to us by 
City Council - namely to work with Park and Rec staff, City Council and staff, BRS consulting, and the 
general public in order to digest all the information and data from the above sources and make 
recommendations to City Council regarding formal adoption of the CRC plan going forward. 
 
To that end, our involvement started many months ago with our participation in the Park and Rec Open 
Space (PROS) master plan.  This identified a CRC as the greatest need in GJ.  Then, we were centrally 
involved with a feasibility study of how a CRC could fit into Lincoln Park - possible but some challenges were 
present.  Next, we were involved in the CMU professors survey, which showed strong support for a CRC and 
willingness to fund it by a variety of choices.  Finally, our work with BRS including the 3 sessions, leading to 
our recommendations to City Council at each critical juncture in the planning process. 
 
Specifically, Session 1 evaluated CRC sites; we recommended, and council adopted Matchett Park as the 
preferred site.  Session 2 looked at size and funding options; PRAB recommended the larger 83,000 sq ft 
/$70M facility funded by cannabis tax revenue and supplemented by a 0.15% sales tax with a 30 year 
sunset. Thankfully, once again council adopted our choice.  Session 3 included projected annual revenues 
and expenses, operations, and conceptual design with many graphs, tables, and data sets along with some 
3D illustrations.  We recommended that council adopt this last chapter of the planning process.   
 
Finally, the last step in the CRC PRAB mission was to review the written report emanating from the 3 
sessions, first in draft form, then after receiving input from many sources, the final version which we 
unanimously today voted to recommend official adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft 
ballot language for the 4/4/23 election. 
 
We understand that the Session 3 information has already been reviewed at a city council workshop and the 
final report will be likewise discussed at the next workshop on 11/14/22.  We hope that council will support 
our recommendations on both Session 3 and the final report at its next official meeting on 11/16/22 and 
direct staff to draft specific ballot language.  With this action, the CRC Campaign Committee can officially 
launch. 
 
In closing, I want to thank all my fellow PRAB members for their participation and support of this entire 
process  - including extra meetings, extended meetings, and reams of data and public comments to 
review.  And after the hopefully successful vote on 4/4/23, we would be happy to entertain some future role if 
so requested by the council to continue supporting the success of this critical facility that Grand Junction is 
missing. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
CRC PRAB Subcommittee Chairman 
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GRAND JUNCTION COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER AT MATCHETT PARK
DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY | NOVEMBER, 2022
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PROJECT TEAM
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

ARCHITECTURAL AND LANDSCAPE TEAM

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
ANNA STOUT, COUNCIL PRESIDENT 
ABE HERMAN, COUNCIL PRESIDENT PRO TERM
CHUCK MCDANIEL, DISTRICT AT-LARGE
PHILLIP PE’A, DISTRICT B
RANDALL REITZ, DISTRICT AT-LARGE
DENNIS SIMPSON,  DISTRICT D
RICK TAGGART, DISTRICT A

CITY CRC STAFF TEAM
GREG CATON, CITY MANAGER 
EMILY KRAUSE, RECREATION SUPERINTENDENT
JAY VALENTINE, GENERAL SERVICES DIRECTOR
JODI WELCH, FINANCE DIRECTOR
JOHN SHAVER, CITY ATTORNEY
KEN SHERBENOU, PARKS AND REC DIRECTOR
TRICIA ROTHWELL, RECREATION COORDINATOR

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD
LISA WHALIN, CHAIR
WILLIAM FINDLAY, CHAIR OF CRC SPECIAL COMMITTEE
PHILLIP PE’A, CITY COUNCIL REPRESENTATIVE
KYLE GARDNER
CINDY ENOS-MARTINEZ
GARY SCHROEN
AUSTIN SOLKO
NANCY STRIPPEL
LILLY GRISAFI
BYRON WIEHE

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE
CRAIG BOUCK, PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE
JENNA KATSAROS, FACILITY PERFORMANCE ADVISOR
ANDY STEIN, PROJECT MANAGER

DHM DESIGN
JASON JAYNES, SITE PLANNING

TABLE OF CONTENTS
PROJECT TEAM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROCESS AND SCHEDULE 

PREVIOUS EFFORTS

WORK SESSION #1 - DEMOGRAPHICS

WORK SESSION #1 - SITE SELECTION

WORK SESSION #2 - PROGRAM SELECTION

WORK SESSION #2 - FUNDING OPTIONS

WORK SESSION #3 - CONCEPT DESIGN

WORK SESSION #3 - OPERATIONAL PLAN

	

APPENDICES
WORK SESSION PRESENTATIONS

OPERATIONAL PLAN FROM BARKER RINKER SEACAT	

RECORD OF PUBLIC COMMENTS*

*NOTE: THESE COMMENTS CAME FROM MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC AND 
DOCUMENT THE PROCESS. THEY DO NOT NECESSARILY REFLECT THE FINAL 
CONTENT OF THE REST OF THE PLAN. 
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PROJECT LOCATION 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

PROJECT SITE AREA 

MATCHETT PARK - 205 ACRES

PRELIMINARY PROJECT PROGRAM AREA 

83,000 GSF NEW RECREATION PROGRAM

SITE BUDGET

$ 4,600,000 

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION BUDGET

$ 50,000,000

SOFT COSTS (PERMITS, FEES, FIXTURES, FINISHES & FURNITURE, CONTINGENCY)

 $ 16,100,000

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

 $ 70,700,000
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DEPARTMENT DIRECTORS
GREG CATON, CITY MANAGER 
AMY PHILLIPS, CITY CLERK
ELIZABETH FOGARTY , VISIT GJ DIRECTOR
JAY VALENTINE, GENERAL SERVICES DIRECTOR
JODI WELCH, FINANCE DIRECTOR
JOHN SHAVER, CITY ATTORNEY
KEN SHERBENOU, PARKS AND REC DIRECTOR
MATT SMITH, POLICE CHIEF
PAUL SCHULTZ, IT DIRECTOR
RANDI KIM, UTILITIES DIRECTOR
SHELLEY CASKEY, HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR
TAMRA ALLEN, COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIRETOR
TRENT PRALL, PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTORBARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            2
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Community Recreation Center (CRC) Planning
Join us September 20th at 6:00 p.m. at Faith Heights Church, 

600 28 ¼ Road to see the Preliminary CRC Plan. 

# 1
WHY IS THE CRC PLANNING PROCESS RESUMING? 
The 2021 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan has the CRC 
as the number one priority.  City Council wanted to further study the opportunity 
with a statistically valid survey conducted by professors at CMU.  Being a 
random sample of community members through repeated phone calls, the 
survey represents the broader GJ community. Completed in February 2022, 
the survey indicated a strong need for a CRC.  

#2 The survey revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, with 50% 
supporting it versus 33% for Lincoln Park.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT SITE? 

The Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board, charged by City Council on 
making recommendations on the 
CRC plan, unanimously selected 
Matchett Park because:

1. Opportunities for future expansion.
2. Catalyst for Master Plan amenities 
including outdoor facilities.
3. Desire for a simple to understand, 
single ballot proposal.

Council approved the selection of 
Matchett Park on July 6, 2022.

CRC February 2022 Survey

Community Recreation Center (CRC) Planning
Join us September 20th at 6:00 p.m. at Faith Heights Church, 

600 28 ¼ Road to see the Preliminary CRC Plan. 

# 1
WHY IS THE CRC PLANNING PROCESS RESUMING? 
The 2021 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan has the CRC 
as the number one priority.  City Council wanted to further study the opportunity 
with a statistically valid survey conducted by professors at CMU.  Being a 
random sample of community members through repeated phone calls, the 
survey represents the broader GJ community. Completed in February 2022, 
the survey indicated a strong need for a CRC.  

#2 The survey revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, with 50% 
supporting it versus 33% for Lincoln Park.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT SITE? 

The Parks and Recreation Advisory 
Board, charged by City Council on 
making recommendations on the 
CRC plan, unanimously selected 
Matchett Park because:

1. Opportunities for future expansion.
2. Catalyst for Master Plan amenities 
including outdoor facilities.
3. Desire for a simple to understand, 
single ballot proposal.

Council approved the selection of 
Matchett Park on July 6, 2022.

CRC February 2022 Survey

Visit gjparksandrec.org to view the full PROS 
Master Plan and to get the latest on the  

CRC planning process.

#3 Cannabis revenue alone, although substantial, is not enough to fund the CRC that 
Grand Junction has clearly stated it needs. A second funding source is required.  The 
CMU survey said any of three possible second-funding sources would be supported.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT FUNDING? 

#4

Likelihood of Support for Indoor CRC  
Construction Conditional on Funding Source

In addition to cannabis funding:
•	  0.15% sales tax OR
•	  3 mill property tax OR
•	  tax on nicotine/tobacco

Numerous surveys and public input sessions have provided clear direction on 
the components to include. The CRC planning is now focused on two sizes, one 
at 65,000 square feet and the other at 83,000 square feet.

WHAT DID THE CRC SURVEY SAY ABOUT AMENITIES? 

11
13

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND

Why did the Community Recreation Center (CRC) process resume? 
Adopted in January 2021, The Parks, Recreation and Open Space Masterplan (PROS) identified a Community Recreation 
Center as the highest priority. Following the adoption of the PROS master plan, in April 2021, voters approved a cannabis 
tax to help fund the indoor and outdoor parks and recreation facilities, trails and open space projects identified in the PROS 
plan. It was anticipated that the proceeds from this funding source would need to be augmented with additional funding 
sources. Cannabis revenue alone is not enough to fund construction of the CRC. A second funding source is required. 

2022 CMU STUDY

In order to further study the Community Recreation Center opportunity,  the City of Grand Junction engaged professors at 
Colorado Mesa University (CMU) to develop a statistically valid survey to measure citizen attitudes towards a potential 
Community Recreation Center. A random sample of community members were polled through phone calls representing the 
broader Grand Junction community. The study validated a number of issues including support for the project, location of the 
project and funding of the project.

SITE PREFERENCE

The 2022 CMU survey also revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, with 50% supporting Matchett 
Park versus 33% supporting Lincoln Park.  The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, charged by City Council on making 
recommendations on the CRC plan, unanimously selected Matchett Park because: 

FUNDING & PROGRAMING

The 2022 CMU Survey also polled citizen’s support for a second funding source. The 
survey results showed overwhelming support for any of the three options; a 0.15% 
sales tax, a 3 mill property tax or a 15% tax on nicotine/tobacco products.  All three of 
the secondary funding sources are projected to bridge the funding gap. The Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board charged by City Council on making recommendations on 
the CRC plan, unanimously selected a 0.15% increase to sales taxes because:
	 1. Most common CRC funding method, especially on the western slope.
	 2. City residents pay only about 30% of the total sales tax.
	 3. Survey indicated 67% very likely or somewhat likely to support.
	 4. Sales tax revenue can be measured with a high degree of confidence. 

WHAT’S DIFFERENT THIS TIME

Since 2019, other needs have been met, including passing a First Responder Tax of 0.5% for Police and Fire, road improvement 
projects of $70M in debt funding approved (no new taxes), and voters approved bond funding to build a new GJ High School. For 
many, these needs had to be met before supporting a CRC. This CRC planning effort as a whole is building off of decades of previous 
studies and applying lessons learned. The central goal of this study is to retain the best parts of previous plans and fix the weakest 
parts in order to bring forth the strongest possible plan. 

Broad support for the construction of a new indoor CRC - 83% of those 

polled answered, Yes, definitely or yes, probably, to the question, 

“Should Grand Junction Build an Indoor CRC?” 

	 1. Opportunities for future expansion
	 2. Catalyst for Master Plan amenities including  outdoor facilities.
	 3. Desire for a simple to understand, single issue ballot proposal. 

City Council approved the selection of Matchett Park on July 6, 2022

2019 BALLOT QUESTION:
45% YES, 55% YES

         0.39% sales tax increase - Would have raised 
	 City Rate to 3.64% No sunset
        $79 million Project Budget
        2 Sites - Matchett + Orchard Mesa
       3 Projects Included: CRC / 75 Acre Park / Orchard 		
	 Mesa Pool 
      3 Separate City ballot questions on April 2019 ballot

		  Fire & Police, Roads, and a CRC 

2023 CONCEPT:

	 Cannabis revenue + 0.15% sales tax
	 Raise City Rate to 3.40% with a sunset
	 $70 million
	 1 Site - Matchett 
	 1 Project:   CRC 
	 1 City ballot question on the April 2023 ballot

Likelihood of Support for Indoor CRC Construction 
Conditional on Funding Source 

FEASIBILITY STUDY GOALS

Using the CMU survey results as a guide, the goal of this study 
was to build further consensus through three work sessions. 
Each work session had a different focus. Work Session1 
focused on finalizing a site. Work Session 2 focused on 
project size and a secondary funding option. Work Session 
3 focused on an operational plan and the conceptual design 
of the building and site.  Each session included focus group 
meetings and a public community meeting to present each 
topic and gather feedback. At the completion of each 
session, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) 
was asked to make a final recommendation to City Council 
on each of the session topics. Each work session focused 
on listening to community input and letting it guide the final 
recommendations.  The recommendations were as follows:

CONCEPT DESIGN & OPERATIONAL PLAN

The third phase of the study was to present and gather feedback on a conceptual operational plan and design of the proposed 
facility. A detailed operational plan was developed by BRS and included suggested hours of operations, fees, expenses, revenues 
and full and part time staff requirements. The conceptual design linked overarching concepts that make Grand Junction unique to 
the design of the building and site. 

Feedback from the public was favorable and positive of the overall concept design and operations plan. The Parks and Recreation 
Advisory Board reviewed all data regarding the operational plan and feel confident the numbers are conservative.  After reviewing 
the public input comments and discussion among the Board, the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board unanimously voted to 
recommend to City Council the operational plan, the budget/financing plan and concept design.

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board also voted unanimously to support the larger $70M/83,000 sq. ft. size option citing the 
public’s support for a larger building and a general concern from the public that even the larger facility may still be too small to 
serve the needs of the community.  

On August 17, 2022, City Council voted 5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on the supplemental funding source (0.15% sales 
tax increase), to be combined with cannabis revenue already devoted to parks and recreation to build an 83,000 square foot facility. 

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            3
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PROCESS AND SCHEDULE
SCHEDULE
The study schedule was just over five months and included three work sessions, with 3 public open houses, numerous  
presentations to the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB), and multiple follow up meetings and engagement sessions 
with PRAB and numerous focus group meetings.

COMMUNITY INPUT
Each Work Session consisted of multiple stakeholder meetings and a community meeting. 
•	 Work Session 1 was to determine a Site Preference for the Community Recreation Center (CRC). 127 community 

members provided input and over 400 comments were collected.
•	 Work Session 2 gathered public input and preferences regarding a second funding source needed to fund construction 

and for an operational subsidy, as well as the desired building program size. 143 community members provided input 
and 229 comments were collected.

•	 Work Session 3 provided an opportunity to present a summary of decisions made at Work Sessions 1 & 2 and to gather 
public input regarding an operational plan for the CRC and an initial conceptual design for the site and building. 135 
community members provided input and 94 comments were collected. 

SITE SELECTION 
The CMU survey revealed a clear preference for Matchett Park as the site, which was reinforced by additional public input 
in Work Session 1. The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board unanimously recommended this site for CRC development. 
On July 6, 2022, City Council unanimously approved PRAB’s recommendation on site. 

PROGRAM/SIZE
Determining the building program size was the first step in identifying and refining the conceptual design. The 83,000 
square foot program received 94% of total votes cast during Work Session 2 and PRAB unanimously recommended this 
program size. On August 17, 2022, City Council voted 5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on building program and size. 

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING
In addition to the cannabis revenue already devoted to parks and recreation secured in April 2021, Work Session 2 focused 
on the supplemental funding source needed to build and support a $70M project.  The cost includes estimated cost for 
construction, site improvements, soft costs including design, engineering, permits and fees, project contingency and an 
allowance for cost escalation. From all public input gathered, the 0.15% sales tax increase received the most votes for 1st 
choice. PRAB provided a unanimous recommendation to pursue a 0.15% sales tax.  On August 17, 2022 City Council voted 
5-1 to approve PRAB’s recommendation on this supplemental funding source.

OPERATIONAL PLAN
Working with City staff leadership and Parks and Recreation Department staff, a business model of operation expenses 
and revenue potential was developed based on educated financial assumptions and projections. This gives insight and 
performance information that reflects the manner in which the City of Grand Junction expects to operate the facility from 
a financial perspective. On September 26, 2022, the PRAB unanimously passed a recommendation to council regarding the 
adoption of the conceptual operational plan, the budget/financing plan and concept design. 

CENTER OF RECREATIONAL EXCELLENCE (CORE), BRS ARCHITECTURE 2017

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            4
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RECREATION CENTER PRIORITY SINCE 2001
The desire for an indoor recreation center in Grand Junction has a long 
and storied history. In 2001, the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master 
Plan identified a Community Center as a a top priority. A subsequent vote 
to increase sales tax to build a multi-purpose Community Center a Matchett 
Park in 2001 was unsuccessful marking the first failed attempt. 

2014 MATCHETT PARK MASTER PLAN & 2018 COMMUNITY CENTER STUDY
In 2014, the City of Grand Junction went back to drawing board to analyze and 
plan for the development of a new Community Center and the full build-out of 
205 acres of undeveloped parkland at Matchett Park. The City supplemented 
this plan with a 2018 Feasibility Study which further defined a Community 
Center at Matchett Park AND a renovation of Orchard Mesa Pool. With the 
information of consensus built from the two studies, the citizen group, PLACE, 
campaigned for the passing of the 2019 Community Center 2C ballot measure. 
This asked voters to approve $79 million in funding through an increase in 
sales tax of 0.39 percent. The ballot initiative failed (45% yes to 55% no).

2021 THE PARKS, RECREATION & OPEN SPACE MASTER PLAN 
A Community Center was again identified as the most needed new or additional 
facility in the 2021 PROS Master Plan. About 80% of invited respondents rated 
it “important” or “very important”. Grand Junction residents indicated that 
the indoor amenity most “needed” was an indoor, warm water leisure pool, 
followed closely by a fitness center, indoor walk/jog track and indoor multi-
use gymnasiums.  

2021 LINCOLN PARK COMMUNITY CENTER STUDY
In response to the 2019 failed ballot initiative, the City again went back to 
the drawing board to determine why the initiative failed. This led to the 2021 
Lincoln Park Community Center Study that analyzed a new potential site for 
the development of a new Community Recreation Center.

2022 CMU COMMUNITY CENTER SURVEY
The City of Grand Junction engaged professors from Colorado Mesa University 
to conduct a survey measuring citizen attitudes towards a potential indoor 
Community Recreation Survey. The survey was conducted in February of 
2022. The purpose of this survey was to facilitate an understanding of opinions 
and needs related to a potential indoor Community Recreation Center and 
collect statistically valid responses from City of Grand Junction registered 
voters.  Mailed to 8,040 randomly selected registered voters, the survey 
was completed by 1,286 recipients. CMU’s Professors conducting the study, 
determined this was an unexpectedly high rate of response. This indicated 
strong community interest. The data collected was used in the analysis of this 
study. The survey asked about support for a new center, funding mechanisms, 
and the preferred location and program amenities.

PREVIOUS EFFORTS

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            5
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WORK SESSION 1: SITE SELECTION
 

DEMOGRAPHICS

In analyzing the two potential locations, demographic data was reviewed to 
better understand social characteristics of the people living in and around the 
sites.

Tapestry segments are an analysis tool based on demographics and 
socioeconomic data and help paint a picture of who lives where, describing 
their lifestyle choices and highlighting how they spend their money and their 
free time. 

Two predominate tapestries in Grand Junction are the navy-blue segment, 
Middle Ground, and the yellow segment, Gen X Urban. Both  of these tapestries 
are reflected at each site.

In addition to Gen X Urban and Middle Ground, the denser downtown area at 
Lincoln Park reflects tapestries of a younger demographic, including students 
enrolled in college, who enjoy walking and biking to local destinations, while 
Matchett Park reflects an older market, many empty-nesters, as well as 
couples and single-parent households.

GEN X URBAN 
•	 Gen X in middle age; fewer kids

•	 Enjoy local parks/recreation activities
•	 Physically active, taking advantage of the great outdoors 

surrounding Grand Junction

LINCOLN PARK SITE MATCHETT PARK SITE

MIDDLE GROUND
•	 Thirty Somethings on a budget

•	 Mainly singles or married without children
•	 Balance long hours on the internet with time spent recreating
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WORK SESSION 1: SITE SELECTION
 

PROXIMITY
Lincoln Park and Matchett Park are within 3 miles of each other, approximately 
a 7-15 minute drive depending on traffic and the route. Environmental Systems 
Research Institute (ESRI) 2026 population projections show over 50,000 people 
within a 6-minute drive of the CRC site at Matchett Park. Projections for the 
same distance at Lincoln Park reveal a lower population of 32,350. 

2026 Population within 6-minute drive 
Matchett Park  / 50,400
Lincoln Park   / 32,350

The higher population density around Matchett Park was an additional 
consideration in site selection. 

2026 Population within a 5 / 10 / 15 minute walk
Matchett Park  90 / 1,400 / 2,440
Lincoln Park  580 / 2,500 / 6,400

MEDIAN AGE
The median age in Grand Junction is 39. A younger population, driven by 
Colorado Mesa University, is found downtown near Lincoln Park but also in  
areas to the east.

2026 POPULATION WITHIN A 6 MINUTE DRIVE 

MATCHETT PARK: 50,400
LINCOLN PARK:  32,350

2026 POPULATION WITHIN 5 / 10/ 15 MINUTE WALK 
MATCHETT PARK:  580 / 2,500 / 6,400

SOURCE: ESRI

2026 MEDIAN AGE

68-75

50-67

42-49 19-32

32-41
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
WHY?
Multiple planning efforts have been conducted to determine the desire for a 
CRC and the program elements within it. A site location for the CRC has also 
been discussed at length.

A 2018 study determined Matchett Park was preferred. In 2021, the study 
determined that Lincoln Park was preferred. This was influenced in part by 
the failed bond election for a Matchett Park facility in 2019 and a chance to 
strengthen the plan. The 2022 statistically valid survey conducted by CMU 
identified the majority (50%) of respondents preferred Matchett Park for 
development of a large CRC. 

The task of Work Session 1 was to determine a Site Preference. Three options 
were considered. 

OPTION 1: MATCHETT PARK
The Matchett Park Master Plan was approved in 2014. The Plan prioritized the 
location of a recreation center serving as a core anchor of the 205 acre park. 

A 2018 Feasibility Study determined that Matchett Park was the preferred 
location of the community recreation center.

Strengths of the site include:
•	 Opportunities for future expansion  
•	 Catalyst to activating other Master Plan amenities and potential associated 

matching grant funding.
•	 Views to the Book Cliffs, Mt. Garfield and Grand Mesa

Weakness include:
•	 Undeveloped site that will require infrastructure 

2018 CONCEPT FOR CRC AT MATCHETT PARK

MATCHETT PARKCITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 2014 MASTER PLAN CRC SITE
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
 

OPTION 2: LINCOLN PARK

Originally built in 1922
Two major renovations in 1955 and 1986

Lincoln Park was identified as the other top site in the 2018 feasibility study. 
The outdoor pool (Moyer Pool) at Lincoln Park is at the end of its useful 
lifespan. It was identified as a possible location for the development of a 
new city-wide community center and an alternative to the previously studied 
Matchett Park location. The existing outdoor facility would be redeveloped 
into a community center with new and expanded pools providing more 
versatile year-round aquatic, fitness and wellness programming, as well as 
recreation and leisure activities. In addition to its central location, Lincoln Park 
offers cost saving advantages over Matchett Park including the proximity to 
existing infrastructure such as access roads, parking, storm drainage, utility 
connections and outdoor recreation amenities such as pickle-ball courts, a 
playgrounds, and paths. 

Strengths of the site include:
•	 Central location
•	 Existing Infrastructure is already in place. Roughly $3M in savings when 

compared to infrastructure required at Matchett.
•	 Existing park is multi-use with mature trees and park synergy

Weakness include:
•	 Lack of parking - parking is already fully utilized
•	 Limited space for future expansion
•	 This area of the city already has a high density of community amenities. 

A CRC located elsewhere could help provide access and services more 
equitably. 

2021 STUDY LINCOLN PARK CRC SITE MOYER POOL SITE

2021 CONCEPT FOR CRC AT LINCOLN PARK AS A POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SITE TO MATCHETT PARK

MOYER POOL
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WORK SESSION 1 : SITE SELETION
 

OPTION 3:  HYBRID OPTION AT BOTH PARKS

The third option presented for feedback was a hybrid option that proposed a 
new community recreation center at Matchett Park AND a renovation of the 
Moyer Pool at Lincoln Park. 

Strengths of this option include:
•	 Addresses the concern of “taking care of what we already have” in 

addition to providing an additional facility.
•	 Provides improvements to both areas identified as important recreation 

assets by residents. 

Weakness include:
•	 Higher cost
•	 A more complex bond question involving two facilities and two locations

NEW COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER - MATCHETT PARK MOYER POOL RENOVATION - LINCOLN PARK

MATCHETT PARKCITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MOYER POOL SITE AT LINCOLN PARK
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WORK SESSION 1 : RECOMMENDATION  

PUBLIC INPUT RESULTS

During Work Session 1, the design team held 6 focus groups, 1 community meeting with 127 community members and 
collected 400 comments. 
•	 Option 1: Community Recreation Center at Matchett Park: 1st Choice: 37% 2nd Choice 51% 3rd Choice 15%
•	 Option 2: Community Recreation Center at Lincoln Park on existing footprint of Moyer Pool:				  

1st Choice: 11% 2nd Choice 11% 3rd Choice 77%
•	 Option 3: Hybrid - Smaller Community Recreation Center at Matchett Park with modernization and renovation of the 

Lincoln Park-Moyer Pool: 1st Choice: 52% 2nd Choice 37% 3rd Choice 8%
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June 23, 2022 
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction CO, 81501 
 
Dear Grand Junction City Council,  
 
The Park and Rec Advisory Board (PRAB) held a special meeting yesterday with the express 
purpose of deciding upon a recommendation related to the best location for a Community 
Recreation Center (CRC) in Grand Junction.  PRAB had met 6/14/22 and heard a presentation 
from the Barker Rinker Seacat (BRS) architectural firm.  Some of us also attended an Open 
House at Lincoln Park Barn that evening.  BRS sent us voluminous feedback from a range of 
Focus Groups and meetings from 6/13 and 6/14 for our review following the conclusion of the 
first of three workshops (workshop #1). 
 
I was pleased that we had a strong quorum of 8 of 9 despite the short notice of this special 
meeting on 6/22.  This does not include our Council Liaison Phil Pe’a and the alternate, Mayor 
Pro Tem Abe Herman, who were also both in attendance and actively engaged in the 
discussion.  We first decided to narrow our choices from 3 down to 2, from (#1 Matchett Park 
only, #2 Lincoln Park only, and #3 Hybrid – a scaled down Matchett CRC and upgraded and 
enhanced Moyer Pool at Lincoln Park.)  After robust discussion from committee and staff, we 
voted to eliminate #3, the Hybrid Option (although there was much support for still doing the 
Moyer Pool upgrade and enhancement in the next several years but not funded through the 
CRC ballot issue). 
 
We then worked to choose between option #1 Matchett and option #2 Lincoln Park.  And again, 
with robust discussion of many variables, including scale, access, expansion room, grant 
opportunities, future Matchett Park growth, electability, and public survey results, we ultimately 
moved and voted unanimously 8-0 to throw our support behind Matchett Park, option #1.     
 
We realize that our role is advisory and the final decision resides with City Council.  We are 
grateful for delegation of analyzing these critical junctions in the CRC planning and making 
direct recommendations to City Council.  All members have taken our role as carved out by City 
Council with seriousness and commitment.  We hope our toil in considering all input and 
available data points to reach a conclusion and consensus will give City Council confidence in 
our recommendations.  As you make the final site decision, we believe our unanimous 
recommendation is well reasoned and reflective of supporting an outcome of eventual success.  
After making this important decision, we can all move onto the next phases of our work with 
Workshop #2 and #3 planned.  We all look forward to the next steps in moving this CRC project 
forward. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
William Findlay, M.D. (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

RECOMMENDATION

On June 22nd, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) 
voted unanimously to support the selection of Matchett Park for 
the future development of the recreation center. The board identified 
the following reasons for supporting Matchett Park:

•	 Matchett offers more opportunities for future expansion than Lincoln Park.
•	 A CRC at Matchett will be a catalyst to encourage development of other 

recreational amenities in the Matchett Park Master Plan and associated 
matching grant funding. 

•	 The other site option, Lincoln Park, had many limitations compared to 
Matchett: limited parking and limited expansion options were of particular 
concern. 

•	 There was also concern that a CRC at Lincoln Park would negatively impact 
existing and future activities at existing Lincoln Park facilities.

•	 Broad support for Matchett based on the 2022 CMU Survey. See below. 
•	 Higher cost requiring a higher tax increase

City Council approved the selection of Matchett Park on July 6, 2022

QUESTION CC6 2022 CMU COMMUNITY CENTER SURVEY

Regardless of your answer to the last question. If a large indoor Community Recreation Center was built 

including both indoor and outdoor pools, would you prefer that it be built on the footprint of the existing 

Lincoln Park-Moyer Outdoor Pool (the rest of the park and the golf course would be unaffected) or in 

Matchett Park at the center of the undeveloped site?  

2014 MASTER PLAN CRC SITE
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WORK SESSION 2: BUILDING SIZE AND 
FUNDING OPTIONS
 

OVERVIEW

The purpose of Work Session #2 was to gather public input and preferences 
regarding a second funding mechanism, and the desired building program 
size for the Community Recreation Center. These two decisions are directly 
related to each other as the bigger the facility, the larger the needed increase 
from the secondary funding mechanism. 

Two CRC building program sizes were presented based on previous surveys 
and public input sessions. The smaller option required a total project budget 
of $55M and included a 65,000 sq ft building. The larger option required a total 
project budget of $70M and included a 83,000 sq ft building. Three funding 
options were developed to support the project delivery of both the small and 
large options. More information on program/amenities is on the next page. 

Attendees reviewed regional recreation facility sizes in other communities, all 
of which have a significantly smaller population than Grand Junction. A 65,000 
sq ft center would be larger than Delta, Gunnison, and Fruita but smaller than 
Montrose and Durango. 

The Project Team met with 143 community members over two days and 
collected 229 comments and tallied 359 votes for a funding option. 

Notes:
The larger facility has the potential for higher cost recovery due to larger 
capacities in the gymnasium (30%), aquatics (50%) and fitness (60%).

For cost estimates, BRS uses proprietary spreadsheets with square footage 
cost densities for each type of space. These are based on historical data and 
reviewed annually with over 10 contractors experienced in building recreation 
centers.  BRS built in adjustments for location, inflation and schedule.   Project 
costs are escalated to the expected mid-point of construction. The total 
project cost includes allowances for site, soft costs and contingencies. To 
determine inflation amounts, input from local contractors is averaged.

*Operational costs are conservatively approximated and will be refined 
further when a funding method and building size are selected. The subsidy 
required, projected at $1,329,000, will be covered by the cannabis revenue.

$55M | 65,000 SF CRC
$4.5M REVENUE REQUIRE

CANNABIS TAX REVENUE | $2.5 M 

NICOTINE OR SALES OR PROPERTY TAX | $2M

$3M USED TO FINANCE $55M

$1.3 - 1.5M USED FOR OPERATIONS*

$70M | 83,000 SF CRC
$5.8M REVENUE REQUIRED

CANNABIS TAX REVENUE | $2.5 M

NICOTINE OR SALES OR PROPERTY TAX | $3.3M

$4.3M USED TO FINANCE $70M

$1 - 1.5M USED FOR OPERATIONS*

REGIONAL RECREATION FACILITY SIZE

#5 HOW HAVE OTHER COMMUNITIES FUNDED THEIR CRC?

#6 The	CRC	planning	effort	is	building	off	of	decades	of	previous	processes	and	
applying lessons learned. This includes several unsuccessful votes, numerous 
community surveys, and many previous focus groups and community forums. 
The	central	goal	is	retain	the	best	parts	of	previous	plans	and	fix	the	weakest.	

WHAT IS DIFFERENT THIS TIME?

Since 2019, other needs 
have been met:

2019 Ballot Question:  
45% YES, 55% NO

•	0.39%	Sales	tax	increase
•	Would	have	raised	City	Rate	to	3.64%	with	no	sunset.
•	$79	M
•	2	Sites	-	Matchett	+	Orchard	Mesa
•	3	Projects:
	 •	CRC
	 •	75	Acre	Park
	 •	Orchard	Mesa	Pool

Gunnison CRC
Passed in 2006

Durango CRC
Passed in 2001

Montrose CRC
Passed	in	2014

Delta CRC
Passed	in	1992

Fruita CRC
Passed in 2008

2023 Concept
•	Cannabis	revenue	+	0.10-0.15%	sales	tax	 
  OR 2-3 mill property tax  
  OR $2-$3	tax	per	pack	of	cigarettes
•	Raise	City	Rate	to	3.35-3.40%	with	a	sunset.
•	$70	M
•	1	Site	-	Matchett
•	1	Project:
	 •	CRC

Grand Junction
CRC Concept

Grand Junction

Montrose

Durango

Delta

Fruita

Gunnison

Montrose

Durango

Delta

Gunnison

Fruita

0.10% 0.15%

0.30%

0.50%

1.00%

1.00%

1.00%

80,100

71,800

55,000

45,200

Size sq. ft.

45,100

G
J

G
J

•		First	Responder	Tax:	0.5%	for	Fire	&	Police		
•		Road	Improvements:	$70M	in	debt	funding	approved	(no	new	taxes)		
•		New	GJ	High	School:	$115M	bond	funding	approved

OR

#5 HOW HAVE OTHER COMMUNITIES FUNDED THEIR CRC?

#6 The	CRC	planning	effort	is	building	off	of	decades	of	previous	processes	and	
applying lessons learned. This includes several unsuccessful votes, numerous 
community surveys, and many previous focus groups and community forums. 
The	central	goal	is	retain	the	best	parts	of	previous	plans	and	fix	the	weakest.	

WHAT IS DIFFERENT THIS TIME?

Since 2019, other needs 
have been met:

2019 Ballot Question:  
45% YES, 55% NO

•	0.39%	Sales	tax	increase
•	Would	have	raised	City	Rate	to	3.64%	with	no	sunset.
•	$79	M
•	2	Sites	-	Matchett	+	Orchard	Mesa
•	3	Projects:
	 •	CRC
	 •	75	Acre	Park
	 •	Orchard	Mesa	Pool
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Passed in 2006

Durango CRC
Passed in 2001
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Passed	in	1992

Fruita CRC
Passed in 2008

2023 Concept
•	Cannabis	revenue	+	0.10-0.15%	sales	tax	 
  OR 2-3 mill property tax  
  OR $2-$3	tax	per	pack	of	cigarettes
•	Raise	City	Rate	to	3.35-3.40%	with	a	sunset.
•	$70	M
•	1	Site	-	Matchett
•	1	Project:
	 •	CRC

Grand Junction
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•		First	Responder	Tax:	0.5%	for	Fire	&	Police		
•		Road	Improvements:	$70M	in	debt	funding	approved	(no	new	taxes)		
•		New	GJ	High	School:	$115M	bond	funding	approved

OR
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WORK SESSION 2 : PROGRAM OPTIONS
 

PROGRAMMING

Program spaces included in this study were priorities identified in the 2021 PROS Master Plan and were further verified by the 
2022 CMU survey which dedicated a section to program.

Using the results of the survey as a guide, the executive team put together a list of program activities for both the $55M option 
and the $70M option that were informed by both the 2021 Master Plan and the 2022 CMU survey.

The key differences in the 65,000SF plan and 83,000SF plan are larger aquatics, larger fitness areas and a larger gymnasium 
(three courts instead of two).

COMMUNITY INPUT PROCESS

Attendees were given three “dots” to vote for their 1st, 2nd, and 3rd choice of funding to generate required revenue for their 
preferred CRC building size. In addition, sticky notes and comment cards were available to capture general comments as well 
as feedback on five questions:

•	 How can these plans be enhanced?
•	 What are lessons learned from 2019?
•	 What is missing from this evolving plan?
•	 What outdoor features should be prioritized at Matchett Park?
•	 What indoor features should be prioritized for future expansion?

VOTING RESULTS

A total of 359 votes were tallied. Note: not everyone used all 3 dots or choices, rather some people only voted their 1st choice.
•	 $55M option received 6% of total votes cast
•	 $70M option received 94% of total votes cast

The data demonstrates overwhelming support for the larger building program, although a theme echoed in the written comments 
was that the larger size may still be too small to serve the needs of Grand Junction.

These funding options do not include additional potential contributions from potential partners and grants. See page 46 for more 
information.
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WORK SESSION 2: FUNDING OPTIONS
 

FUNDING OPTIONS

Grand Junction voters approved a cannabis tax dedicated to parks and 
recreation projects in April 2021. This funding stream creates the “base” of 
the revenue required for the CRC. This new funding source is conservatively 
projected to generate $2.5M annually. In addition to cannabis revenue, a 2nd 
funding source is needed to make the CRC a reality. Three additional funding 
options were developed to supplement the cannabis tax. The three funding 
source options include a new nicotine tax, a new sales tax and a new property 
tax, each of which were supported in the 2022 CMU Survey. The three options 
are defined below based on the requirements to support the two different 
project options. 

67%

$55M | 4.5M DEBT SERVICE & SUBSIDY
1.	 CANNABIS TAX + 2 MILL PROPERTY TAX

2.	 CANNABIS TAX + NICOTINE TAX ($2/PACK)

3.	 CANNABIS TAX + 0.10% SALES TAX

69%

79%

$70M | 5.8M DEBT SERVICE & SUBSIDY
1.	 CANNABIS TAX + 3 MILL PROPERTY TAX

2.	 CANNABIS TAX + NICOTINE TAX ($3/PACK)

3.	 CANNABIS TAX + 0.15% SALES TAX

0.15% SALES TAX INCREASE 3 MILLAGE RATE PROPERTY
TAX INCREASE

LIKELIHOOD OF SUPPORT FOR INDOOR CRC CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONAL AON FUNDING SOURCE

RESULTS FROM THE 2022 CMU SURVEY

15% TAX ON NICOTINE 
PRODUCTS

FUNDING OPTIONS (IN ADDITION TO CANNABIS REVENUE A 2ND FUNDING SOURCE IS NEEDED TO MAKE THE CRC A REALITY
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NICOTINE TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCEPROPERTY TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCE

SALES TAX AS A FUNDING SOURCE SALES TAX RATE COMPARISON
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WORK SESSION 2: FUNDING OPTIONS
 CRC COMPARISONS

In 2019, funding for a CRC was included on the ballot. 
The ballot initiative failed: 45% Yes | 55% No
It include the following:
•	 0.39% Sales tax increase
•	 Would have raised City Sales Tax Rate to 3.89%
•	 $79 M Total Project Cost
•	 2 Sites - Matchett + Orchard Mesa
•	 3 Projects
	 A new CRC 
	 A new 75 Acre Park
	 Orchard Mesa Pool Renovation
•	 3 City ballot questions on the April 20198 ballot	
	 Fire and Police
	 Roads
	 CRC

2023 Concept for comparison: 
•	 Cannabis revenue + 0.15% sales tax (with sunset provision when facility 

is paid off) 
•	 $70 M Total Project Cost
•	 1 Site - Matchett Park
•	 1 Project - A new CRC
•	 1 City ballot question on the April 2023 ballot

Since the 2019 ballot initiative, a number of ballot initiatives have passed:
•	 First Responder Tax: 0.5% for Fire and Police
•	 Road Improvements: $70M in debt funding approved (no new taxes)
•	 New GJ High School: $115M bond funding approved
Many community members expressed that these important community 
investments needed to be funded before they could consider investing in a 
CRC. 

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF A NEEDED 2ND FUNDING SOURCE
(CANNABIS TAX REVENUE PASSED IN 2021 MUST BE SUPPLEMENTED BY A 2ND FUNDING SOURCE TO FULLY PAY FOR A NEW CRC)

2ND FUNDING SOURCE THEMES FROM WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM WORK SESSION 2

0.10% OR 0.15% SALES TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Most common CRC funding method, especially on the western slope
•	 City residents pay only about 30% of the total sales tax
•	 Survey indicated 67% very likely or somewhat likely to support

2 OR 3 MILL PROPERTY TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Common CRC funding method
•	 Stable funding source
•	 Survey indicated 69% very likely or somewhat likely to support

$2 OR $3 PER PACK CIGARETTE TAX + VAPING TAX
STRENGTHS
•	 Survey indicated 79% very likely or somewhat likely to support
•	 Consumption taxes discourage unhealthy behavior and provide resources to 

benefit healthy lifestyles
•	 Reduces tax burden on typical public funding sources: property and sales taxes

WEAKNESSES
•	 Due to Gallagher Amendment, businesses pay significantly more tax 

than residents
•	 Property tax has the financial burden fall on City residents while County 

residents free-ride

WEAKNESSES
•	 Revenue are more susceptible to economic fluctuations
•	 Potential sensitivity to sales tax increase

SALES TAX - PREFERRED
STRENGTHS
•	 Favor because it taps funding from non-city residents, e.g. County residents, visitors, 

anyone purchasing goods or services in GJ. 30% of sales tax comes from City residents. 
•	 Emphasize how little RESIDENTS pay sales tax
•	 Recognition how all other CRC’s funded on Western slope (with a sales tax increase)

PROPERTY TAX
WEAKNESSES
•	 Property values are increasing, higher property tax rates for homeowners
•	 Property taxes impact commercial business owners disproportionately 

NICOTINE TAX
WEAKNESSES
•	 Question stability of the tax; smoking seems to be on the decline
•	 Easily avoided by buying products outside the City

WEAKNESSES
•	 Property taxes as a funding mechanism for local schools should be 

respected
•	 Existing property tax already high

WEAKNESSES
•	 Concern over tax approaching 10%. Current rate 8.52% increasing to 

8.67% with 0.15% sales tax increase. Still perceived as high. 

WEAKNESSES
•	 Impacts lower income residents who smoke disproportionately more
•	 What if nicotine tax does not generate enough revenue, now or in the 

future? How is the gap filled? 

WEAKNESSES
•	 Demand is much more elastic than typical purchases and users may opt 

to purchase products outside the City limits. 
•	 More difficult to predict revenue than property or sales tax and financing 

interest rate may be higher
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WORK SESSION 2: RECOMMENDATION
 

FUNDING PREFERENCE

The feedback from Work Session 2 indicated a clear preference for a 0.15% sales tax increase as the preferred second 
funding source for the CRC in lieu of a property tax increase or a tax on tobacco products. Input collected included:
•	 6 focus groups / 1 community meeting
•	 143 community members / 229 comments collected

Additional themes gathered from public input
•	 Critical importance of sunset provision for 2nd funding source tied to capital 
•	 Concern that even the larger facility option will not be adequate to serve the Grand Junction population. 
•	 Larger pool, larger gym, larger track, more community spaces desired
•	 A strong marketing effort to educate voters is critical. 

July 28, 2022    
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 North 5th Street 
Grand Junction CO, 81501 
 
Dear Grand Junction City Council, 
 
The Park and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) held its second special meeting today in order to 
come up with recommendations for council regarding the size and funding choice for the CRC 
(Community Recreation Center).  This followed our last CRC PRAB meeting on 7/19/22 and 
allowed us to combine the information from that meeting with the input from all the focus groups 
and community open house that same day.    
 
We again had a quorum and opened the meeting with an excellent and concise summary of all the 
key information to date from our consulting firm BRS.  This included comparative data from other 
nearby cities and their rec centers including their square footage, population, charges, and sales 
tax funding rates.  We reviewed the two size and price options:  $55m/65,000sf vs $70m/83,000sf 
including the gains the larger choice would provide (an additional gym, enlarged recreation activity 
and therapy pools, and additional fitness and weights space).  We then reviewed the three funding 
options in addition to the cannabis tax - sales tax, property tax, and nicotine tax including 
comparisons of our local tax rates with those of other CRC cities both before and after the CRC 
element was added.  We discussed the pros and cons of each option. 
 
After an extensive question and answer session, we unanimously voted 1. To support the larger 
$70m/83,000 sf size option and 2. To support an additional 0.15% sales with a 30-year sunset 
provision as the second finance source.  We recognize that the sales tax increase has the 
advantage of largely (70%) being paid by non-city residents.  This compares with the fact that the 
property tax would be fully paid by GJ residents, with a much larger share by businesses and 
perhaps compete with D51 and its future school needs.  This also compares with the fact the 
nicotine tax would be very hard to predict, be less stable and fall unduly on a lower income 
population.  We felt these were critical considerations that were not known or described in the CRC 
survey conducted by CMU’s professors.  
 
We believe this evolving plan is a dramatic and meaningful improvement from the last ballot 
initiative.  The needed sales tax increase is less than half the 2019 proposal.  It is less expensive 
even with the inflation that has happened.  The project is simpler with being focused on one site 
and on the top priority, the CRC.  This contrasts to the 2019 proposal that included 3 projects at 
two different sites.  Lastly, it employs a new funding mechanism, revenue from cannabis, which we 
believe has moved the CRC closer to coming to fruition than ever before.     
 
We hope the city council will look favorably on our recommendations.  We look forward to the next 
phase of this project, with the ultimate goal of a successful ballot issue and seeing an actual CRC 
arise from the ground at Matchett Park. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

At the August 17th City Council meeting,  Council was 
presented with PRAB’s recommendation to pursue building an 
83,000 square foot CRC using existing cannabis revenues and a 
0.15% sales tax increase with a sunset provision on the sales 
tax.  Council evaluated PRAB’s recommendation on site and 
approved 5 yes to 1 no supporting PRAB’s recommendation on 
funding and size of a potential CRC.

67%

2022 CMU SURVEY RESULTS - 0.15% SALES TAX INCREASE

FUNDING RECOMMENDATION

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board held a special meeting on July 28 to review all data regarding the size and 
funding choice collected during Work Session 2. This included comparative data from nearby cities and their recreation 
centers including square footage, population, charges and sales tax funding rates. PRAB reviewed the two size and price 
options, and then reviewed the three funding options in addition to the cannabis tax – sales tax, property tax and nicotine 
tax. After analysis of the pros and cons of each, PRAB unanimously voted:
•	 1. To support the larger $70M / 83,000SF size option
•	 2. To support an additional 0.15% sales tax with a 30-year sunset provision as the second funding source. 

Guiding this recommendation was recognition that the sales tax increase has the advantage of largely (70%) being paid 
by non-residents, while a property tax would be fully paid by Grand Junction residents, including a much larger share by 
businesses and potentially competing with School District funding needs. Nicotine tax would be hard to predict, be less 
stable and fall unduly on a lower income population. PRAB felt these considerations were not known or described in the 
CRC survey conducted by CMU professors. In addition, the needed sales tax increase is less than half the 2019 proposal 
because of the new funding mechanism revenue from cannabis.
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HOW DO YOU DESCRIBE GRAND JUNCTION WHEN YOU ARE AWAY FROM HOME?

WHAT PLACES OR EVENTS MUST VISITORS EXPERIENCE WHEN THEY ARE HERE?

WHY DO YOU LIVE IN GRAND JUNCTION?

HOW DO YOU WANT TO BE PERCIEVED AS A COMMUNITY?

HOW DO YOU NOT WANT GJ TO BE PERCIEVED AS A COMMUNITY?

•	 WONDERFUL ACCESS TO OUTDOOR RECREATION 
•	 GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY
•	 RURAL AND URBAN
•	 BEAUTIFUL WEATHER YEAR ROUND

•	 DOWNTOWN AND MAIN STREET
•	 GRAND MESA
•	 LOCAL HIKING AND MOUNTAIN BIKE TRAILS
•	 THE COLORADO RIVER

•	 OUTDOOR RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES
•	 OPEN SPACE
•	 COMMUNITY
•	 WEATHER

•	 OUTDOOR AND RECREATION FOCUSED
•	 UP AND COMING
•	 A GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY
•	 INCLUSIVE, WELCOMING, FRIENDLY, & ACCEPTING OF DIVERSITY
•	 PROGRESSIVE AND FORWARD THINKING

•	 SHORT SIGHTED, UNWILLING TO INVEST IN COMMUNITY
•	 JUNKTOWN
•	 RACIST AND HATEFUL
•	 STAGNANT, BEHIND, BACKWARD

•	 STRONG ARTS AND CULTURE COMMUNITY 
•	 WHERE THE MOUNTAINS MEET THE DESERT
•	 REGIONAL AGRICULTURAL DRAW - WINE AND PEACHES 
•	 VIBRANT SMALLISH TOWN THAT IS GROWING

•	 COLORADO NATIONAL MONUMENT
•	 BREWERIES AND WINERIES
•	 FRUITA
•	 PALISADE

•	 SMALL TOWN FEEL FOR A BIGGER CITY, ITS NOT DENVER
•	 ACCESS TO THE OUTDOORS
•	 AFFORDABLE
•	 GREAT PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY 

•	 FUN-JUNCTION!
•	 A COMMUNITY THAT IS ENGAGED & INVESTED IN A BETTER FUTURE
•	 A COMMUNITY THAT VALUES OPEN SPACE AND NATURE
•	 MODERN MEETS WESTERN
•	 ACTIVE AND HEALTHY LIFESTYLE

•	 UNSAFE, HOMELESSNESS AND DRUG ABUSE PROBLEMS 
•	 UNWELCOMING, CLOSED-MINDED, UNWELCOMING OF DIVERSITY
•	 UNSUSTAINABLE GROWTH, UNPLANNDED GROWTH

WORK SESSION 3: CONCEPT DESIGN
OVERVIEW

The purpose of Work Session 3 was to present and gather feedback on the 
conceptual operational plan and conceptual design of the proposed facility. 
The operational plan included suggested hours of operations, fees, expenses, 
revenues and full and part time staff requirements. Beginning with the 5 
questions, the conceptual design linked overarching concepts that make 
Grand Junction unique to the concept design. The presentation included site 
design, building design, conceptual plans and conceptual renderings.  

The Project Team met with 135 community members over two days and 
collected 94 comments. 

THE 5 QUESTIONS 

From the outset of any project, we seek to get to know our clients and their 
constituents. Understanding the people we serve helps guide our thinking 
around both the programming efforts and future design of the recreation 
facility. To begin this process, we have developed a series of five questions. 
We asked these five questions of the Members of Grand Junction City Council, 
City Manager’s office, Grand Junction Recreation and Parks staff, the Parks 
and Recreation Advisory Board, and the members of the community at the 
earlier work sessions.  A summary of the responses to these questions is to 
the left.

DESIGN THREADS 
A Design Thread is a big idea or concept represented by images, words 
and experiences. They are used to identify aesthetic, organizational and 
conceptual themes unique to a project and place. These concepts could 
potentially be incorporated into the project at various levels of discernment. 
The Grand Junction Feasibility Study design threads emerged from 
discussions with the community, research, and an evolving understanding of 
a sense of place. They will continue to evolve throughout the design process 
and help inform and give structure to design, programming and operations. 

The community overwhelmingly identified two central themes when 
describing the Grand Junction area:
•	 “Ease of access to the outdoors.”
•	 Grand Junction is unique. It does not fit into the mold of Colorado cities. 
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ADAPTION
 
A community continually changing to better suit the environment

5 QUESTIONS | PACE
Four seasons of beautiful weather
Small town feel for a bigger city
Easy access to outdoor recreation
Fun-Junction
Active and healthy lifestyle
Surrounded by beauty and open space
A region transformed by weather and time

DESIGN: 
is guided by views, high heat and strong winds

MATERIAL: 
must patina well and stand the test of time

SEASONS: 
should be celebrated

PROGRAMS: 
continually adapting to community needs

Like Grand Junction itself, how you experience the Community 
Recreation Center will vary depending on the time of day, changes in 
light, the position of the sun in the sky the time of year you visit. Ever 
changing and ever shifting. 

SURROUNDINGS

INDOOR/OUTDOOR SEASONS MATERIALS
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FACETED
 
Embracing many different aspects or features. Having many abilities or 
a personality with many sides. 

5 QUESTIONS | PEOPLE
Rural and urban
Diverse ideas and people
Modern meets western
Inclusive
Accepting of diversity

PEOPLE: 
are shaped by their environment

ACCEPTING: 
of many different views of the same thing

REFLECTIVE: 
of the enviornment all around us

The new Community Recreation Center will be nuanced. Belonging to a 
greater group or vision, yet remaining distinct.

BOOKCLIFFS

PERSPECTIVES

CHANGING
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CONVERGENCE
 
Flowing together, meeting or gathering at one point

5 QUESTIONS | PLACE
Where mountains meet the desert
Regional agriculture draw
Arts and culture downtown
Rural and urban
Local hiking, biking, boating & fishing
Railroad and river
Diverse ideas and people
Modern meets western

DESIGN: 
a place created to encourage coming together

MATERIAL: 
merging of materials

PROGRAMS: 
merging experiences and knowledge

The Community Recreation Center will be a meeting place, where 
neighbors of different backgrounds interact and connect. The CRC wil 
be an intersection of recreation, wellness and community. 

COME TOGETHER

NATURE

BUILDINGPEOPLE
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30

29

30

MAIN FLOOR PLAN UPPER FLOOR PLAN

FINAL PLANS
LEGEND
1. DROP OFF 
2. BUILDING ENTRANCE
3. RECEPTION DESK
4. STAIR/ELEVATOR
5. ADMINISTRATION
6. GYMNASIUM
7. FITNESS STAIR
8. STORAGE
9. GROUP FITNESS/DANCE STUDIO
10. CLIMBING/BOULDERING WALL
11. SENIOR LOUNGE
12. CHILDWATCH
13. CLASS/PARTY ROOMS
14. COMMUNITY ROOMS
15. GAMES LOUNGE
16. LOCKER ROOMS
17. UNIVERSAL CHANGING ROOMS
18. RECREATION ACTIVITY POOL
19. LAP POOL
20. WELLNESS/THERAPY POOL
21. AQUATIC SUPPORT
22. POOL STORAGE
23. BUILDING/POOL MECHANICAL
24. CATERING KITCHEN
25. RESTROOMS
26. ELEVATED WALK/JOG TRACK
27. FITNESS AND WEIGHTS
28. OUTDOOR GATHERING SPACE
28. SLIDE TOWER
29. MECHANICAL WELL/EQUIPMENT
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LEISURE POOL

LAP POOL

WELLNESS POOL

JUMPING AND CLIMBING

WHIRLPOOL SPA

GRAND JUNCTION CRC AQUATIC SPACES

GRAND JUNCTION CRC AQUATIC SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES
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GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

FITNESS & WEIGHTS

3 BASKETBALL
3 VOLLEYBALL
9 PICKLEBALL

TRACK | 10 LAPS/MI GROUP FITNESS

FITNESS STUDIO

COURTS:
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GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

LOCKER ROOMS

FITNESS STAIRS

GAME LOUNGECLIMBING WALL

GRAND JUNCTION CRC RECREATION SPACES

BOULDERING
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GRAND JUNCTION CRC COMMUNITY SPACES
 PROGRAM EXAMPLES

COMMUNITY MEETING ROOMS

CHILD WATCH

PARTY ROOMSOUTDOOR GATHERING SPACE

SENIOR LOUNGE
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MAIN FLOOR 3D VIEW
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UPPER FLOOR 3D VIEW

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            29
Packet Page 35



CONCEPTUAL WEST ELEVATION - VIEW LOOKING TOWARD MAIN ENTRY
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CONCEPTUAL EAST ELEVATION - VIEW LOOKING TOWARDS POOL
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CONCEPTUAL EXTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS MAIN ENTRY
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CONCEPTUAL EXTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS POOL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS FITNESS AND CLIMBING WALL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING LOOKING TOWARDS FITNESS AND CLIMBING WALL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING  LOOKING TOWARDS GAMING LOUNGE AND POOL
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CONCEPTUAL INTERIOR RENDERING - RECREATION ACTIVITY POOL
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WORK SESSION 3: CONCEPT DESIGN
 
SITE DESIGN CONCEPT
The 2014 Matchett Park Master Plan identified a preliminary site for a community recreation center facility, situated 
along the southern edge of the park plan. The CRC site was intended to provide reasonable access from Patterson 
Road and potential future transit, take advantage of views, and create an identifiable, welcoming entry to the large 
park complex. Matchett is twice the size of Canyon View Park. The master plan also prioritized connectivity of the 
CRC to the other park facilities and programming. 

The Matchett Park site is over 200 acres of largely undeveloped agricultural land, organized by a grid of north-
south dirt access roads, flood irrigation ditches, and canals – this is generally the ‘develop-able’ acreage of the 
property. The northeast corner of the property is occupied by a natural drainage with winding and often deeply 
incised channels. This acreage has been identified as appropriate for limited development consisting of trail access, 
parking, soft-surface trails, and a variety of  passive-use activities. 

The 2014 master plan building site is set back from Patterson Road approximately 900’; the 2014 Master Plan had 
reserved approximately 20 acres along Patterson Road for two separate school sites. In the vicinity of the originally 
proposed site are 360-degree views to the Bookcliffs (north/northwest), Mt Garfield (northeast), the Grand Mesa 
(east/southeast), and the Colorado National Monument (west/southwest). The impressive off-site views become 
more dramatic with every vertical foot of gain. 

Since the completion of the 2014 master plan, shown on this page, the acreage set aside for schools is no longer 
needed, and multi-modal access to the CRC has been identified by the community as a  priority. The current 
conceptual site plan on page 40, shifts the CRC approximately 300’ to the south, improving connectivity to Patterson 
Road while maintaining connectivity to the future park improvements. Access to the CRC is via a new, central drive 
from Patterson Road, creating a north-south axis that will continue through the park. Secondary, signalized access 
is from the west at 28 1/4 and Hawthorne. At the intersection of the main entry drive and the CRC parking lot, the axis 
transitions through an entry plaza and monument sign, becoming a pedestrian spine that will continue north with 
future phases of the master plan. The pedestrian spine passes to the west of the CRC; at the main entry becoming 
a shaded plaza with trees, benches, and sculptural landforms evoking the varied landscapes visible in the off-site 
views. The pedestrian path continues, connecting to a future children’s playground north of the CRC. East of the 
building, a large lawn allows for indoor/outdoor CRC programs and passive use. Landforms frame views from the 
expansive east-facing glass, provides screening for the adjacent residential neighborhood, and serves to ground the 
CRC to the large, open site.

MATCHETT PARK CRC CONCEPT PLAN
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Entry Plaza

Pedestrian Promenade Stormwater Detention

Playground

C O N C E P T U A L  D E S I G N  | I M A G E R Y
GRAND JUNCTION RECREATION MASTER PLAN

SEPTEMBER 2022

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            39
Packet Page 45



C O N C E P T U A L  S I T E  P L A N  | C R C  +  S I T E  A C C E S S
GRAND JUNCTION COMMUNITY RECREATION CENTER

NOVEMBER 2022

PATTERSON ROAD

CONCEPTUAL PLAN HIGHLIGHTS
• Responds to organization of the 2014 Matchett Park Master Plan

• Pedestrian promenade
• Overall circulation
• General location of CRC building

• Maintains connectivity to the master plan
• Main CRC entry connected to north/south pedestrian spine
• Secondary access via 28 1/4  Rd
• Off-site views of Bookcliffs, Mt Garfield, Grand Mesa, Colorado National 

Monument
• Children’s playground, outdoor lawn and landform ground CRC to the site

COMMUNITY
RECREATION 

CENTER

28
 1

/4
 R

O
A

D
HAWTHORNE 

AVENUE INDIAN WASH 
NATURE AREA

SOUTH
POND

DOCK

CRC PARKING 
(~300 SPACES)

STORMWATER
DETENTION

CRC ENTRY PLAZA

PEDESTRIAN 
PROMENADE

PATIO

LAWN

FAITH HEIGHTS 
CHURCH

15 ACRES FOR 
FUTURE USE

~10 ACRES FOR 
FUTURE USE

PARK ENTRY PLAZA
SERVICE AREA

28
 1/

4 ROAD

CRC BUILDING + SITE + INFRASTRUCTURE

SCALE: 
1” = 100’ 50’ 100’ 200’

N

FUTURE 
MASTER PLAN 

IMPROVEMENTS

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
 
A GATEWAY TO MATCHETT PARK
The plan to the left represents a conceptual plan. Everything included in 
the dashed red line is considered part of the initial project and includes 
the CRC builidng, site, and infrastructure. 

The conceptual plan is driven by the organization of the 2014 Matchett 
Park Master Plan and the location of the CRC maintains connectivity to 
the Master Plan. The CRC will act as a gateway to the overall park and 
can be a catalyst for future development of the park. Directly in front of 
the CRC, the building connects to a pedestrian promenade that extends 
all the way through the park per the Master Plan. 

Highlights include:
•	 Responds to organization of the 2014 Matchett Park Master 

Plan
•	 Maintains connectivity to the Master Plan
•	 Main CRC entry connected to North/South pedestrian spine
•	 Secondary access via 28 1/4 Road
•	 Off-site views of Bookcliffs, Mt. Garfield, Grand Mesa, Colorado 

National Monumen

CRC BUILDING + SITE + INFRASTRUCTURE
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C O N C E P T U A L  D E S I G N  | P L A Z A  P E R S P E C T I V E
GRAND JUNCTION RECREATION MASTER PLAN

SEPTEMBER 2022

CONCEPTUAL VIEW - ENTRY PERSPECTIVE
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ACCESS 
 
GRAND JUNCTION BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
Bicycle and pedestrian access to Matchett Park is critically important. 
This sentiment was echoed by participating members of the public and 
City leadership staff during every Work Session. Some connections exist 
as shown on the Trail System map. 

The City of Grand Junction is looking to improve this access with the first 
city-wide Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan currently in progress. The plan will 
guide the City on how and where to strategically make improvements and 
address gaps in the places people walk and bike, incorporating national 
best practices in bicycle and pedestrian planning and design. 
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SUSTAINABILITY
 
The design of the new Grand Junction Community Recreation Center aims to meet performance goals intended to reduce 
consumption of non-renewable resources, reduce  CO2 emissions, and create a healthy environment through clear means that 
represent the values of the community. Sustainable design practices reduce the harmful effects that construction can have on 
the environment. Efforts to maximize the health and comfort of building users, and to improve building performance, is consistent 
with the project vision.

Sustainable design strategies are most effective when considered from the outset of a project. Allowing time for thoughtful 
study when the big gestures are being made results in a building configuration that takes prevailing winds, daylighting, views 
and ease of access into account. 

Located in the arid west and next to the Colorado River, water conservation will be a priority for the project. Modern 
technology like greywater systems and regenerative media filtration are proposed to reduce water consumption and 
operational expenses. Greywater can either be used for subsurface irrigation or indoor toilet/urinal flushing. For the pools, 
a  regenerative media filtration system can be installed to reduce backwash loss by 90%. Low flow fixtures and automatic 
sensors also reduce water consumption and will be included as part of the sustainable strategies. 

In addition to the concepts above, other sustainable strategies will be adopted as the project is developed. Other items 
currently being considered for the project include:

•	 High-performance glazing systems and sunshades are proposed to allow for lots of natural light while also taking into 
account the need to modulate the potential impacts of the sun in warmer months. 

•	 Use of low-VOC emitting materials, and careful selection of materials that do not contain chemicals of concern when and 
where possible will serve to provide good indoor air quality and a positive user experience. 

•	 High efficiency mechanical systems such as chilled-water mechanical systems and geo-thermal heat pumps will be 
investigated to maximize energy efficiency and reduce overall energy consumption. 

•	 Daylighting controls and occupancy sensors that limit use of artificial light when a space is not occupied.

•	 Solar hot-water heating system to reduce energy use and costs related to heating pools. 

•	 Acoustic treatments designed as appropriate per space type will enhance user experience.

•	 Use of local building materials, and materials with recycled content, reduces CO2 emissions related to transportation of 
goods and supports the local economy.

•	 Use of power generating photovoltaic panels to reduce the overall energy consumed from the grid

•	 Solar reflective roof finishes to reduce unwanted solar heat gain. 
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WORK SESSION 3: OPERATIONS
 
A detailed Operational Analysis was developed by BRS to review the basic 
operational parameters for the Grand Junction Community Recreation Cen-
ter. City staff leadership and Parks and Recreation Department staff provided 
extensive input and guidance during development of the operational budget. 

OPERATING HOURS

Preliminarily, the CRC is expected to be open Sunday to Saturday for a total of 
87.25 hours. It is expected that the center will have expanded hours for group 
rentals and after-hour programming. The hours of operation help inform the 
operational plans as a basis in which to calculate costs and estimate revenue.

ADMISSION FEES

The CRC must provide a high-quality experience and must be affordable and 
financially accessible to the Grand Junction community at large. Pricing of 
fees reflects this commitment to affordable services. Projected admissions 
prices shown may be adjusted at the time of the center’s opening. 

All passes include access to the indoor leisure pool and water features/water 
slide, lap pool, therapy pool, fitness/weight area, elevated walk/jog track, 
games lounge, a wide array of introductory fitness classes, the climbing wall, 
family cabanas, and open gym times. 

Revenue projections included the following assumptions:
•	 Child Watch will be offered as an annual membership, or a nominal fee for 

drop-in child watch.
•	 Basic fitness classes and basic water aerobics classes will be included 

with annual membership. 

The CRC will provide the opportunity for Grand Junction Parks and Recreation 
Department to expand programming efforts in addition to providing rental 
opportunities. 

WHAT’S INCLUDED WITH ADMISSION: 
 

DROP IN: BASKETBALL, VOLLEYBALL, PICKLEBALL

FITNESS AREA / CARDIO WORKOUT

INDOOR WALK / JOG TRACK

THERAPY / WELLNESS POOL

OPEN SWIM / LAP LANES

LEISURE POOL / WATER SLIDES / PLAY FEATURES

FAMILY GAME LOUNGE

CLIMBING WALL

BASIC FITNESS CLASSES

WATER AEROBICS CLASSES

SENIOR ACTIVITIES / DEDICATED SENIOR LOUNGE 

Grand Junction facilities now accept Silver Sneaker and Renew Active, which 
allow senior annual memberships paid by health insurance providers (e.g., United 
Health Care, Rocky Mountain Health Plans.)As an example of the conservative 
approach to the operational plan, 1200 members are projected through Renew 
Active and Silver Sneakers. Other comparable facilities such as Montrose have 
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WORK SESSION 3: OPERATIONS
 
The operational plan was developed under the following assumptions:
•	 Operating expenses are based on the established $70M / 83,000SF building program found in this report.
•	 Wages and salaries are based on the City of Grand Junction’s projected salary and wages for 2026 and estimated benefits packages. In the spirit of 

being conservative in projections, it was important to estimate expenses using an inflationary increase to project at 2026 when the potential CRC would 
open. Also of note, revenues from fees were not inflated to a projected 2026 level. Instead, the fees used in this operating plan are at 2022 levels. 

•	 4% is added to total expenses annually to cover future capital repair and replacement costs.
•	 The operational plan is based on conservative expenses (high) and revenue (low) projections. This is an effort to under-promise to hopefully be in a 

position to over-deliver. Annual debt service is included in expenses.
•	 Cannabis revenue will be used to cover the projected operational subsidy. 

EXPENSES

Staffing – Full-time and part-time staffing costs comprise most of the operating expenses. Salaries are inflated to 2026 with a conservative approach and 
include all benefits as well as the salary. 

Supplies & Contractual Services – Supplies such as office, safety, marketing, program supplies (recreation, aquatics, childcare), pool chemicals and 
cleaning/janitorial supplies are included. Utilities account for most service expenses along with credit card fees, IT and contracted services among others.

Capital Repair & Replacement – The operating budget adds 4% to the total operation expense to cover future capital repair and replacement needs.

Annual Debt Service - $4.3M in debt service is required to finance the CRC. This is the equivalent to a “mortgage” for the CRC. The proposed secondary 
funding mechanism, the 0.15% sales tax, is planned to sunset when this debt is paid off. Annual Cannabis revenue is projected to be $2.5M of which $1.3M 
will be used to subsidize operating expenses. 

REVENUE

Admission Fees: This revenue stream will cover the majority of operating revenues. Daily passes, punch passes, and annual passes will be offered to youth, 
adults, seniors and families. This includes individual, dual and family passes. 

Other Fees: There will be multiple additional revenue streams that will come from rentals, child watch, swim lessons, aquatic programs, general youth and 
adult programs, birthday parties, rentals and contracted recreation programs. 

Annual Operating Revenue: $1.3M collected from annual cannabis revenue will be used annually to support CRC operations.
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ALTERNATIVE FUNDING
The City will look to secure additional funding sources to support the CRC, 
including but not limited to:

•	 Potential partnerships
•	 Grants e.g., Great Outdoors Colorado, El Pomar Foundation, Gates Family 

Foundation, Department of Energy Daniels Fund, Department of Local 
Affairs (DOLA), Anschutz Family Foundation, Boettcher Foundation, Bacon 
Family Foundation, Goodwin Foundation and others.

These funding sources can enhance the facility offerings or reduce the debt 
on the facility, but they typically provide less than 5% of the funding needed 
and are not guaranteed. 

The City of Grand Junction, in partnership with the Grand Valley Parks and 
Recreation Foundation, is actively engaged with each of  these organizations 
regarding a potential grant following the CRC election. Funders will often 
contribute after a project is approved by voters but not before. 

Potential enhancements are shown dashed in blue on the site plan.

Notes:
These funding options do not include additional potential contributions from 
potential partners and grants.

These funding sources can reduce the debt and help pay it off earlier or 
enhance the facility. Because they are not guaranteed, these funding sources 
are not part of the funding plan.

CRC BUILDING + INFRASTRUCTURE BASE PROJECT

OUTDOOR FACILITIES CONTINGENT ON ALTERNATIVE FUNDING

C O N C E P T U A L  S I T E  P L A N  | C R C  +  G O C O  P R O G R A M
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WORK SESSION 3: RECOMMENDATION
 

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN AND OPERATIONAL PLAN RECOMMENDATION 
 
Work Session 3 provided all elements from the previous Work Sessions, including location and funding sources, to offer a 
complete “picture” of the proposed CRC concept design. 

Feedback from Work Session 3 was favorable and positive of the overall concept design and operations plan. 

Input was collected from:
6 focus groups / 1 public community meeting
135 community members / 94 comments collected

Themes gathered from Work Session 3 public input process:
•	 Community members praised the conceptual design images, many expressing enthusiasm for the project to move 

forward. 
•	 Building efficiency concerns were noted and can be addressed through shading devices, performance glazing, 

building orientation and overhangs. Solar orientation and shading will be studied during design of the project. 
•	 Scholarships will be available through the Parks & Recreation Department to ensure accessibility to the CRC for low-

income families. 

9/26/22 
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, CO. 81501 
 
Dear City Council 
 
The CRC subcommittee of the Park and Rec Advisory Board (PRAB) met today to review the BRS 
consultant’s slide show presentation on the third phase of their work, focusing on operations, 
finance and conceptual design.   
 
This meeting included a brief review of phase 1 and 2, where we recommended and you 
authorized the final decisions on location, size and secondary funding source (in addition to 
cannabis).  We then went over their material on operations and finance, including suggested hours 
of operation, charges for city and county residents, the goal of balancing cost recovery with 
affordability, full and part time staff requirements, and how this CRC is intended to complement 
rather than compete with the private gyms and exercise facilities. We then took a “3-D tour” of the 
conceptual design and architectural features along with the site orientation. We delved into the 
finance detail to a great degree including reviewing operating costs including staffing, supplies etc. 
as well as operating revenue including a breakdown of all revenue sources from admissions and 
rentals etc. The public saw the big picture presentation of the operating plan but we closely 
reviewed the details. We feel confident the numbers are very conservative so that the CRC once 
built will exceed these projections.   
 
After a discussion period on the above presentation and considering feedback from the 6 Focus 
Groups and the Public Forum, it was moved, seconded and unanimously passed that we 
recommend to council the adoption of the conceptual operational plan, the budget/financing plan 
and concept design as proposed during this meeting.  
 
Moving forward, next month we will meet for potentially the last time to review the written 
documents covering all three phases of the BRS report, including any modifications between today 
and then and make our final recommendation to council regarding its adoption.  We will then await 
the ballot language, be available to help the Campaign Committee, and would welcome a future 
role once the votes are in and the project hopefully moves onto the design and construction phase. 
 
Thank you once again for entrusting PRAB with these incredibly important deliberations. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
PRAB Chairman 

OPERATIONAL PLAN RECOMMENDATION

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board held a special meeting on August 26, 2022, to review all data regarding the 
operational plan and conceptual design of the the proposed CRC.  PRAB reviewed the operational plan in detail and feel 
confident the numbers are conservative.  After reviewing the public input comments and discussion among the Board, 
the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board unanimously voted to recommend to City Council the operational plan, the budget/
financing plan and concept design as presented during the meeting. 
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11/1/2022   
 
Grand Junction City Council 
250 N 5th St 
Grand Junction, CO, 81501 
 
Dear City Council  
 
The CRC PRAB subcommittee (Community Rec Center subcommittee of the Park and Rec Advisory 
Board) met today for its probable last meeting.  We endeavored to complete the mission assigned to us by 
City Council - namely to work with Park and Rec staff, City Council and staff, BRS consulting, and the 
general public in order to digest all the information and data from the above sources and make 
recommendations to City Council regarding formal adoption of the CRC plan going forward. 
 
To that end, our involvement started many months ago with our participation in the Park and Rec Open 
Space (PROS) master plan.  This identified a CRC as the greatest need in GJ.  Then, we were centrally 
involved with a feasibility study of how a CRC could fit into Lincoln Park - possible but some challenges were 
present.  Next, we were involved in the CMU professors survey, which showed strong support for a CRC and 
willingness to fund it by a variety of choices.  Finally, our work with BRS including the 3 sessions, leading to 
our recommendations to City Council at each critical juncture in the planning process. 
 
Specifically, Session 1 evaluated CRC sites; we recommended, and council adopted Matchett Park as the 
preferred site.  Session 2 looked at size and funding options; PRAB recommended the larger 83,000 sq ft 
/$70M facility funded by cannabis tax revenue and supplemented by a 0.15% sales tax with a 30 year 
sunset. Thankfully, once again council adopted our choice.  Session 3 included projected annual revenues 
and expenses, operations, and conceptual design with many graphs, tables, and data sets along with some 
3D illustrations.  We recommended that council adopt this last chapter of the planning process.   
 
Finally, the last step in the CRC PRAB mission was to review the written report emanating from the 3 
sessions, first in draft form, then after receiving input from many sources, the final version which we 
unanimously today voted to recommend official adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft 
ballot language for the 4/4/23 election. 
 
We understand that the Session 3 information has already been reviewed at a city council workshop and the 
final report will be likewise discussed at the next workshop on 11/14/22.  We hope that council will support 
our recommendations on both Session 3 and the final report at its next official meeting on 11/16/22 and 
direct staff to draft specific ballot language.  With this action, the CRC Campaign Committee can officially 
launch. 
 
In closing, I want to thank all my fellow PRAB members for their participation and support of this entire 
process  - including extra meetings, extended meetings, and reams of data and public comments to 
review.  And after the hopefully successful vote on 4/4/23, we would be happy to entertain some future role if 
so requested by the council to continue supporting the success of this critical facility that Grand Junction is 
missing. 
 
Sincerely 

 

William Findlay MD (retired) 
CRC PRAB Subcommittee Chairman 

FEASIBILITY STUDY: FINAL RECOMMENDATION
 

FINAL PLAN CONSIDERATION

On November 1, 2022, the PRAB committee met yet again on the CRC to evaluate the final feasibility study plan.  The 
PRAB committee reviewed the feasibility report. Upon review of the final report, PRAB unanimously voted to recommend 
adoption of the plan by City Council and to direct staff to draft ballot language for the April 04, 2023 election. 
The letter, included to the right, indicates the recommendation provided from PRAB to City Council. 

BARKER RINKER SEACAT ARCHITECTURE  GRAND JUNCTION FEASIBILITY STUDY  NOV  2022            48
Packet Page 54



APPENDIX 1
 
WORK SESSION  PRESENTATIONS
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APPENDIX 2
 
OPERATIONAL PLAN FROM BARKER RINKER SEACAT
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DRAFT CRC FEASIBILITY STUDY OPERATIONAL PLAN
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DRAFT ADMISSION DETAIL
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DRAFT ADMISSION DETAIL

DRAFT OTHER REVENUE
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DRAFT CRC OPERATIONAL PLAN SUMMARY
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DRAFT CRC OPERATIONAL PLAN SUMMARY
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APPENDIX 3
PUBLIC COMMENTS*

*Note: The Public Comments found in Appendix 3 document 
the planning process but do not necessarily reflect approved 
items in the rest of the report.  The rest of the report will serve 
as the road-map should the CRC attain full funding.  The Public 
Comments in Appendix 3 provide additional record of the process 
that led to the full report.
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SUMMARY OF CRC FINANCING AND BUDGET FROM PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD (PRAB) 
Note: PRAB was charged by City Council to guide and vet the CRC plan, including the financing. PRAB exerted great effort in evaluating the financing plan including crafting the summary table found below. This reflects the projected revenues and expenses 
in terms that helped members of PRAB in their evaluation of the CRC financing.  This table is in alignment with the operational plan provided by Barker Rinker Seacat in Appendix 2.  
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Memorandum 

 

TO: Members of City Council   

FROM: Greg Caton, City Manager 

 Jodi Welch, Finance Director 

DATE: July 15, 2022   

SUBJECT: City of Grand Junction Sales Tax Sources 2022  

 
The City’s sales tax revenue is the single largest revenue source that supports General 
Government operations. It is important to understand where that revenue is coming from and 
who is paying it, especially when evaluating the value of services to our residents. 
 
Over the last 30 years the City has engaged financial consultants six times to analyze where the 
City’s sales tax revenue comes from on an annual basis. The analysis attributes sales tax 
revenues from four different sources; City households, County households, businesses, and 
visitors (mainly shoppers, travelers and tourists). 
 
The most recent analysis was conducted by BBC Research & Consulting (BBC). The analysis 
builds on previous studies and allocates the revenues to the different sources by applying a 
methodology that considers these factors; household income, proportion of household income 
used for taxable purchases, proportion of expenditures made by Grand Junction and non-Grand 
Junction Mesa County residents, and the proportion attributable to visitors and businesses.  
 
Given the unique nature of business during the pandemic along with questions from Council and 
residents about methodology, BBC and City staff reviewed each aspect of the analysis using 
information from City business data, other Colorado city sales tax information, and data from the 
Consumer Expenditure Survey. Additionally, BBC and city staff calculated the share of 
residential contributions to sales tax for three years: 2018, 2019, and 2020.  
 
Two key insights considered by BBC during this analysis were: 
 

• Online sales provide a greater share of sales tax than in previous studies and City data 
and processes account for these revenues in a more robust manner than in past studies; 
and 

 

• The study team and City staff reviewed the classification of businesses remitting sales 
tax to ensure they were appropriately classified for the sales tax analysis. The staff and 
study team paid particular attention to areas where residents and staff have had 
questions about past sales tax sources results (e.g., automobile sales, online sales 
taxes, and building supplies). 

 
The line chart below shows the history of the source of revenues. Prior to the most recent study, 
City households were paying 22% of sales taxes and visitors and businesses were paying the 
majority of sales taxes. Additionally, the break down between visitors and businesses from 
2018-2020 is provided which clearly indicates the impact of the pandemic on visitors from 2019 
to 2020.  
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In the most recent survey, as demonstrated in the pie chart below, the analysis shows a shift in 
sales taxes paid by City households to an average of 29%, County households paying an 
average of 23% of sales taxes, visitors paying an average of 27%, and businesses paying an 
average of 21%.  
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The conclusion is that loss of regional retail positioning over the years, the growth in online 
sales, and the impact on consumer behavior as a result of the pandemic influenced the shift. 
However, given the bounce back in retail activity in 2021 and the current economic environment 
in 2022, we believe the proportions will be impacted again. To that end, staff is working with 
BBC on a model resulting from this recent analysis to be able to evaluate source of sales tax 
revenues annually in-house. 
 
C: Department Directors 
 
Attachment: BBC City of Grand Junction Sales Tax Sources 2022 
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1999 Broadway 
Suite 2200 
Denver, Colorado  80202-9750 
303.321.2547   fax 303.399.0448 
www.bbcresearch.com   
bbc@bbcresearch.com 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Date: 

Jodi Welch, Finance Director, City of Grand Junction 
Kevin Williams, Managing Director, BBC Research & Consulting 
FINAL - City of Grand Junction Sales Tax Sources 2022 
July 8, 2022 

The City of Grand Junction (the City), relies heavily on the sales tax revenues to fund 
government operations. The City collects sales tax from more than 7,000 vendors in the City on 
retail tangible personal property as defined by City Ordinance #2551. As such, 60 percent of City 
General Fund revenues come from sales, use and lodging taxes. The current sales tax rate in 
Grand Junction is 3.25 percent, increased by 0.50 percent in 2019 by a vote of Grand Junction 
citizens for the purpose of supporting fire and police services in the City. The City has retained 
BBC Research & Consulting to provide an analysis of the primary sources of the economic 
activity that results in sales tax revenues, following a past study done in 2015. BBC has worked 
with the City staff to update the past study, with the most recent information available, across a 
longer time period to capture additional nuances in the post-pandemic economy. 

Methodology 
The sales taxes collected by the City can be attributable to four sources: 

 Purchases by City of Grand Junction households; 

 Purchases by non-Grand Junction households in Mesa County; 

 Sales to businesses; and 

 Spending by visitors from outside of Mesa County. 

The study team has used various tools of economic and financial analysis to estimate the share 
of sales tax revenues attributable to each of these sources, outlined in the following steps: 

Step 1: Number of households. The Colorado Department of Local Affairs State Demography 
Office provides estimates of the number of households in each county throughout the state and 
certain communities within the County. BBC took the estimated number of households in Mesa 
County and Grand Junction for 2019 from the State Demography Office, as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. 
Number of Households 
 

 
Source: State Demography Office, Colorado Department of Local Affairs. 

Step 2: Household income. BBC used data from the American Community Survey (ACS) from 
the United States Census Bureau for 2015-2019 to determine the median household income for 
Mesa County households and Grand Junction households. Multiplying the median household 
income, with the number of households in the previous step, the study team calculated the total 
household income for Mesa County households and Grand Junction households. BBC then 
estimated the median household income for households in Mesa County that are not in Grand 
Junction, as shown in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. 
Total Households income in Grand Junction, Mesa County, and Mesa County Households 
Outside of Grand Junction 
 

 
Source: ACS 2015-2019 estimates, US Census Bureau. 

 

Step 3: Consumer Expenditure estimates. Using data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 2019 
Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES), BBC estimated the proportion of household income for 
Mesa County residents (both residents from Grand Junction and those from the remainder of the 
County) devoted to taxable purchases. To do so, BBC collected data from CES on share of income 
by expenditure category, for the 3rd income quintile, as associated with the Mesa county and 
Grand Junction household income estimations. Using this methodology, BBC estimated that 

Number of households
Mesa County 66,520 67,293 68,186
Grand Junction 28,620 29,150 29,574

Household size
Mesa County 2.29 2.29 2.29
Grand Junction 2.46 2.46 2.46

Share of  Grand Junction 
households in Mesa County

43.0% 43.3% 43.4%

2017 2018 2019

Grand Junction households $52,504 29,574 $1,553 41%

Mesa County households outside Grand Junction $57,699 38,612 $2,223 59%

Mesa County households  $55,379 68,186 $3,776 100%

Share of 
Household 

Income

Total 
Household 

Income 
(Millions)

Number of 
Households

Median 
Household 

Income
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taxable retail expenditures account for slightly more than one-third of spending by households 
in Mesa County and Grand Junction, as shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3. 
Consumer expenditures estimates 

Source: 

Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019 Consumer Expenditure 
Survey. 

 
 

The spending categories in each of these expenditure classes is further detailed in Figure 4. Each 
spending category from the CES data and its corresponding proportion of income is categorized 
into taxable and non-taxable expenditures. BBC then estimated the total expenditures for Grand 
Junction households, Mesa County households, and households in Mesa County that are outside 
of Grand Junction by multiplying share of income for each category by total household income. 

  

Expenditure Class

Non-Retail Expenditures 44.0%
Exempt Retail Expenditures 17.7%
Taxable Retail Expenditures 31.7%
Non-Spending 6.6%

3rd Quintile 
Share (U.S.)
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Figure 4. 
Detailed consumer expenditures 

 
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019 Consumer Expenditure Survey. 

 
  

Expenditure 
Class

Expenditure Category

Shelter 18.6% $289 $414 $702
Household Operation 2.1% $33 $47 $79
Other Fuels, Water, Sewer 1.2% $19 $27 $45
Health Insurance 5.7% $89 $127 $215
Medical Services 1.4% $22 $31 $53
Education 1.2% $19 $27 $45
Life & Personal Insurance 0.6% $9 $13 $23
Cash Contributions 2.3% $36 $51 $87
Pensions & Social Security 7.5% $116 $167 $283
Vehicle Finance Charges 3.2% $50 $71 $121
Groceries 7.8% $121 $174 $295
Prescription Drugs 0.8% $12 $18 $30
Tobacco Products & Smoking Supplies 0.6% $9 $13 $23
Fees and Admissions 0.7% $11 $16 $26
Gasoline and Motor Oil 3.7% $57 $82 $140
Utilities: Electric, Natural Gas 3.2% $50 $71 $121
Public Transportation 0.9% $14 $20 $33
Housekeeping Supplies 1.2% $18 $26 $44
House Furnishings & Equipment 3.1% $48 $69 $117
Entertainment Equipment 1.6% $25 $36 $60
Apparel & Accessories 2.7% $42 $60 $102
Personal Care Products and Services 1.2% $19 $27 $45

Non-Prescription Drugs & Medical Supplies 0.3% $5 $7 $11

Books 0.2% $3 $4 $7

Pets, Toys, Entertainment, Misc. Retail 3.1% $48 $69 $117

Motor Vehicle Purchases 7.1% $110 $158 $268
Motor Vehicle Maintenance (Parts) 1.4% $22 $31 $53
Eating & Drinking 6.5% $101 $145 $245
Utilities: Telephone 2.5% $39 $56 $94
Vehicle Rentals and Leases 1.1% $17 $25 $42

Non-Spending 
(6.6%)

Taxes & Other (savings) 6.6% $102 $147 $249

Total Product

Mesa County 
Households

100.0% $1,553 $2,228 $3,777

Grand Junction 
Households

Non-Retail 
Expenditures 

(44%)

Share (U.S., 
3rd Income 

quintile)

Taxable Retail 
Expenditures - 

Consumer 
Goods (31.7%)

Remainder 
Households

Exempt Retail 
Expenditures 

(17.7%)
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Step 4: Spending in Grand Junction by Grand Junction residents. A portion of household 
spending by Grand Junction residents were made outside of the City. Based on information from 
past studies and knowledge of the way sales taxes are attributed from discussions with the City 
staff, BBC estimated that approximately $418 million of the more than $490 million of Grand 
Junction household expenditures were made in the City, as shown in Figure 5. 

Figure 5. 
Spending in Grand Junction by Grand Junction Residents 

 
Source: Past reports of Grand Junction sales tax analysis. 

For each taxable expenditure category in the CES data, the proportions of estimated spending in 
Grand Junction by Grand Junction residents are multiplied by the total estimated spending for 
each category to determine the contribution to the tax base. Using the current sales tax rate of 
3.25 percent, BBC then estimated the sales tax receipts generated by spending in Grand Junction 
by Grand Junction residents.  

Step 5: Spending in Grand Junction by Mesa County households outside of Grand Junction. 
Mesa County residents who live outside of Grand Junction likely make a substantial portion of 
their retail purchases within the City. Certain taxable expenditures, however, are attributed to 
the location of the resident making the purchase (such as motor vehicles). As a result, the taxes 
for those purchases would be collected outside of Grand Junction even if the purchase was made 
in Grand Junction. Excluding those types of purchases, Mesa County households that are not 
located in Grand Junction spend approximately $706 million on taxable retail purchases 
annually. Based on information from the last study and information about sales tax attribution, 
BBC estimates that approximately 53 percent of those expenditures occur in Grand Junction, as 
shown in Figure 6. 

Taxable category

Apparel & Accessories 70% $29.4 $1.0

Books 70% $2.1 $0.1

Eating & Drinking 80% $80.8 $2.6

Entertainment Equipment 75% $18.8 $0.6

House Furnishings & Equipment 75% $36.0 $1.2

Housekeeping Supplies 90% $16.2 $0.5

Non-Prescription Drugs & Medical Supplies 90% $4.5 $0.1

Personal Care Products 90% $17.1 $0.6

Utilities: Telephone 100% $39.0 $1.3

Pets, Toys, Entertainment, Misc. Retail 100% $40.8 $1.3

Motor Vehicle Purchases 100% $110.0 $3.6

Motor Vehicle Maintenance (Parts) 90% $19.8 $0.6

Vehicle Rentals and Leases 20% $3.4 $0.1

Total $417.9 $13.6

% Spent in 
Grand 

Junction

Contribution 
to tax base

Sales tax 
receipts
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Figure 6. 
Spending in Grand Junction by Residents in Mesa County 

 
Note: Excludes expenditures related to motor vehicle purchases and utilities, as these are tied to the residence and not subject leakage. 

Source: Past studies of sales tax sources for the City of Grand Junction. 

Step 6: Categorization of sales tax receipts. The City provided sales tax receipts data by vendor 
establishments for the years 2018, 2019 and 2020. BBC classified the sales tax receipts data 
from the City into categories based on their NAICS code and their breakdown is shown in  
Figure 7. Less than one percent of the data has remained unclassified.  

Figure 7. 
Spending in Grand Junction by Residents in Mesa County 

 

Source: Sales tax data from the City of Grand Junction. 

Taxable category

Apparel & Accessories 60% $36.0

Books 60% $2.4

Eating & Drinking 50% $72.5

Entertainment Equipment 65% $23.4

House Furnishings & Equipment 70% $17.5

Housekeeping Supplies 90% $62.1

Non-Prescription Drugs & Medical Supplies 90% $23.4

Personal Care Products 90% $6.3

Utilities: Telephone 70% $39.2

Pets, Toys, Entertainment, Misc. Retail 75% $20.3

Motor Vehicle Maintenance (Parts) 85% $47.6

Vehicle Rentals and Leases 90% $22.5

Total $373.2

% Spent in 
Grand Junction

Contribution to Tax 
base

Sales tax receipts category

Unclassified 123,086$                $167,183 $206,140

Finance & Insurance 210,125$                $214,844 $232,465

Construction 803,377$                $777,568 $873,421

Communications & Utilities 3,284,753$             $2,833,987 $2,731,639

Services: Business 1,607,109$             $1,761,267 $1,764,125

Services: Lodging 1,561,566$             $1,613,764 $1,232,367

Manufacturing And Wholesale Trade 13,654$                  $14,951 $21,437

Online retail 1,461,979$             $1,614,828 $2,498,526

Retail Trade: Restaurants & Bars 6,072,349$             $6,369,003 $6,719,791

Retail Trade: Building Materials 6,838,435$             $7,196,985 $9,543,801

Retail Trade: Motor Vehicles & Parts 7,724,553$             $8,260,476 $9,331,056

Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services 17,690,033$          $17,869,553 $21,119,285

Total 47,391,018$          $48,694,408 $56,274,052

2018 2019 2020
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BBC then mapped each of these categories from the sales tax receipts data to taxable 
expenditure categories in the CES data, as shown in Figure 8. 

Figure 8. 
Crosswalk between CES Data and City Sales Tax Data 

 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting. 

Step 8: Calculating the share of sales tax expenditures attributable to Grand Junction 
Residents. Using the crosswalk between CES expenditure categories and the city sales tax 
receipts data, BBC calculated the share of tax receipts attributable to Grand Junction residents, 
as shown in Figure 9. 

Figure 9. 
Share of Tax Receipts Attributable to Grand Junction Residents 

 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting. 

For each category shown in Figure 9, the CES estimations of spending by Grand Junction 
residents within the City shown in step 4, and the corresponding sales tax receipts make up the 
proportion of total City sales tax receipts that is attributable to Grand Junction residents. For 
retail trade in consumer goods and personal services, the estimation is adjusted to exclude 

CES categories

Apparel & Accessories Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Books Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Eating & Drinking Retail Trade: Restaurants & Bars

Entertainment Equipment Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Vehicle Rentals and Leases Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

House Furnishings & Equipment Retail Trade: Building Materials

Housekeeping Supplies Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Non-Prescription Drugs & Medical Supplies Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Personal Care Products Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Utilities: Telephone Communications & Utilities

Pets, Toys, Entertainment, Misc. Retail Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services

Motor Vehicle Purchases Retail Trade: Motor Vehicles & Parts
Motor Vehicle Maintenance (Parts) Retail Trade: Motor Vehicles & Parts

City sales tax data categories

Taxable category Reallocation Proportion

Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services 21,069,209$      4,298,125$    3,562,710$     17%

Retail Trade: Motor Vehicles & Parts 9,331,056$        4,218,500$    3,861,000$     41%

Retail Trade: Building Materials 9,543,801$        1,170,000$    2,957,505$     31%

Retail Trade: Restaurants & Bars 6,719,791$        2,626,000$    2,297,750$     34%

Communications & Utilities 2,731,639$        1,267,500$    190,139$        46%

Online retail 2,548,601$        2,548,601$     100%

City sales tax data
CES estimations for GJ 

residents

Packet Page 124



Page 8 

online retail sales. In retail trade in motor vehicle and parts, the estimation is adjusted down by 
approximately 4 percent to account for some of the transactions in this category to take place at 
general retail stores for common maintenance parts, oil, etc. This adjustment amount is 
determined from the corresponding difference amount of reducing the CES estimate of 
proportion of spending by Grand Junction residents from 100 percent to 90 percent. This 
remaining adjustment amount is then reallocated to the retail trade in consumer goods and 
personal services category. Similarly, the CES estimate for retail trade in restaurant and bars is 
adjusted down to incorporate spending in grocery stores, and the corresponding amount is 
reallocated to retail trade in consumer goods and personal services. CES estimations for 
spending in communication and utilities is directly accounted for the proportion attributable to 
Grand Junction residents, and the remaining is reallocated to retail trade in consumer goods to 
account for spending in telecommunications equipment, related services, etc.  

Step 9. Remaining calculations. After determining the share of sales tax receipts attributable to 
Grand Junction residents using the assumptions outlined in step 8, the same process is carried 
out for Mesa County residents.  

For visitors, based on past studies and discussions between BBC and the City staff, the 
remaining of the sales tax receipts after subtracting what is attributable to Grand Junction and 
Mesa County residents is distributed as shown in Figure 10. Remaining receipts in retail trade in 
consumer goods, motor vehicles and parts, restaurants and bars are attributable to businesses. 
Following that, all of manufacturing wholesale and trade, business services, construction, 
finance, and insurance, are attributable to businesses. 

Figure 10. 
Share of Remaining 
Receipts Attributable to 
Visitors. 

Source: 

BBC Research & Consulting. 

 

Less than one percent of all expenditures were unclassified by the City or BBC. These 
expenditures were distributed between the four sources according to the distribution of the 
classified sales tax expenditures.  

Category

Construction 0%
Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade 0%
Transportation. Communications, Utilities 0%
Retail Trade, Building Materials 0%
Retail Trade: Consumer Goods & Personal Services 90%
Retail Trade: Business Goods 0%
Retail Trade, Motor Vehicles & Parts 25%
Retail Trade, Restaurants & Bars 90%
Finance & Insurance 0%
Services: Lodging 100%
Services: Business 0%
Services: Visitors 100%

% of remainder 
imputed to visitors
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Results 

BBC estimated sales tax revenue for the City from households in Grand Junction, Mesa County, 
visitors and businesses. Figure 11 shows the breakdown for 2018, 2019, and 2020. Proportion 
of sales tax receipts attributable to households in Grand Junction are 28.9%, 28.4% and 29.7% 
in 2018, 2019 and 2020, respectively. 

Figure 11. 
Share of Tax Receipts Attributable to Grand Junction Residents 

 
Source: BBC Research & Consulting. 

Consumer Type

Households in:
Grand Junction 13,705,092$       28.9% 13,845,129$       28.4% 16,696,972$       29.7%

Remainder of Mesa County 10,842,946$       22.9% 10,915,877$       22.4% 13,068,540$       23.2%

Visitors 12,941,396$       27.3% 13,300,353$       27.9% 14,181,558$       25.2%

Businesses 9,901,585$         20.9% 10,633,049$       21.2% 12,326,982$       21.9%

Total 47,391,018$    100% 48,694,408$    100% 56,274,052$    100%

2020

Dollar Amount
Percentage 

of Total

2019

Dollar Amount
Percentage 

of Total

2018

Dollar Amount
Percentage 

of Total
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Grand Junction City Council 
 

Workshop Session 
  

Item #1.b. 
  
Meeting Date: November 14, 2022 
  
Presented By: Ashley Chambers, Housing Manager, Tamra Allen, Community 

Development Director 
  
Department: Community Development 
  
Submitted By: Ashley Chambers, Housing Manager 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Housing Strategy Implementation  
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
Discussion on the next steps for implementing various adopted strategies from the 
2021 adopted Grand Junction Housing Strategy.  
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
Staff has been collectively working with community housing partners, the housing and 
homeless coalitions, and Root Policy to advance the implementation of strategies as 
adopted in the Grand Junction Housing Strategy. Staff will provide a brief review of the 
work completed to date on various adopted Housing Strategies, and will focus the 
discussion on next steps for Strategies #5 and #6. In addition, Staff will be seeking 
direction with regard to the potential of a 13th housing strategy focused on Community 
Education and Information. Staff will present information and seek direction from City Council on 
these strategies.  
 
Housing Strategy #5: Formalize Existing Incentives and Consider Additional 
Incentives for Affordable Housing Development  
Staff has provided an attachment that outlines findings from the hosted feedback 
sessions that occurred during the month of October including meetings with for-profit 
market rate developers,for profit affordable housing developers and non-profit housing 
developers. Additional recommendations are outlined below. 
 
Housing Strategy #6: Allocate City Owned Land (And/Or Strategically Acquire 
Vacant and Underutilized Properties) for Affordable and Mixed-Income Housing.  
Staff has provided an attachment that includes a discussion on Land Banking to 
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consider regarding this strategy. 
 
Proposed Housing Strategy #13: Provide Community Engagement and Education 
Opportunities to Address Housing Challenges and Promote Community 
Participation. Staff has provided an attachment outlining the proposed Housing 
Strategy 13 regarding this strategy.  
 
 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
This item is for discussion purposes only.  
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
Staff recommends City Council review the information and related recommendations, 
discuss and provide direction to staff.  
  

Attachments 
  
1. Strategy #5: Affordable Housing Incentive Final 
2. Strategy #5: RES-Affordable Housing Production Incentive REDLINE 
3. Strategy #5: LDG Public Comment 
4. Strategy #5: Chamber Board Public Comment 
5. Strategy #6 Land Banking 11.14.2022 FINAL  
6. Strategy #6: Affordable Ownership Overview 
7. Strategy #13: Community Education and Engagement  
8. Grand Junction Housing Strategy 
9. Mesa County AMI and Housing Data 
10. 2022 Income Limits and Max Rent Table CHFA 
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Housing Strategy #5. 
Formalize Existing Incentives and Consider Additional Incentives for Affordable 

Housing Development

At the August 1 City Council workshop, an incentive for the production of affordable 
housing units was discussed which would work to implement the Council’s adopted 
Housing Strategy 5: Formalize Existing Incentives and Consider Additional Incentives 
for Affordable Housing Development. The incentive was refined and presented for 
adoption via resolution at the September 7 Council meeting. Direction was received 
to further test the incentive and refine the incentive based on industry input. Based on 
input received, Staff has refined the incentive and will present the revisions for 
Council discussion. 

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

At the August 1 City Council workshop, an incentive for the production of affordable 
housing units was discussed which would work to implement the Council’s adopted 
Housing Strategy 5: Formalize Existing Incentives and Consider Additional Incentives 
for Affordable Housing Development. With the direction garnered from that 
discussion, Staff prepared a resolution for consideration at the September 7 Council 
meeting that provided an incentive with the purpose of encouraging the development, 
both by non-profit and for-profit developers, of affordable housing units anywhere 
within the City of Grand Junction.

In early October, Staff conducted a series of focus groups whereby not-for-profit, for-
profit and affordable housing developers attended. Over 30 people participated, with 
some of the city’s largest for-profit multi-family developers and single-family home 
developers/builders participating, alongside non-profit organizations including GJHA, 
Housing Resources of Colorado, and Habitat for Humanity.

The incentive as proposed in September included waiving all development impact 
fees (Transportation Capacity Payment or TCP, Police, Fire and Parks) and water 
and sewer plant investment fees (PIFs) for units that are affordable at 60% AMI or 
below for rental housing and 80% AMI and below for for-sale units. The incentive 
required a commitment to maintaining the affordability of the unit for at least 30 years, 
which is consistent with industry standards. The 60% AMI or below definition for 
affordable rental housing and 80% AMI and below definition for affordable for-sale for 
units is consistent with the city’s most acute needs for housing and the City’s 
Council’s adopted affordable housing goal and related definition. For the purposes of 
the incentive, “waiver” means the City will backfill the lost revenue in impact fee funds 
and enterprise funds from the General Fund or another funding source the Council 
may deem appropriate. 
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Based on input received from industry representatives, Staff is recommending the 
following revisions to the proposed incentive and has included discussion around 
these revisions.

1. A.i. Increase 80% AMI to 120% AMI. Staff conducted work with Root Policy 
and Fidelity Mortgage to estimate the home price based on a four-person 
household at various AMIs including mortgage payments and utilities. At 
80% AMI the household income is $65,760, and household income at 100% 
AMI is $82,200. An approximate home price at 7.125% interest for a four-
person household at 80% AMI is approx. $201,000. At 100% AMI, the home 
price is approx. $251,000, and at 120% AMI, the home price is 
approximately $301,973, with home prices dependent upon credit, debt, and 
down payment. 

For a single-family home impact fees and plant investments fees range from 
$15,766 to $19,450.

According to Zillow.com, there are a couple newly-constructed and soon-to-
be-constructed townhomes that are available for sale around $315,000, 
which appears to indicate the market can produce single-family attached 
units with an approximate $17,000 subsidy (fee waiver) at 120% AMI. 
However, it is important to note that while there are homes at that price 
point, there are very few. The average home price in Grand Junction 
currently is approximately $350,000 which is unattainable even for a family 
at 120% AMI. 

The Needs Assessment highlighted the need for for-sale homes at the 50% 
to 80% AMI range, with prices closer to $250,000 but this was prepared at a 
time that average interest rates were at 3% and the recent interest rate 
increase substantially impact the buying power of the home buyer. The 
Needs Assessment also noted a substantial gap in homes for sale between 
$250,000 and $315,000. 

1. A.ii. Expedited Review For Sale Units. Any project or subdivision including 
at least 10% of the units as 100% AMI Affordable Units, when submitted, will 
be advanced in the current planning workflow so that the initial round of 
review comments on behalf of the City will be issued within 30 days of a 

<1,250 1,250 to 1,649 1,650 to 2,299 2,300+
Fire 751$       751$                    751$                    751$           
Police 323$       323$                    323$                    323$           
Parks 1,333$   1,333$                1,333$                1,333$        
Transportation 3,201$   4,718$                5,337$                6,885$        

Subtotal 5,608$   7,125$                7,744$                9,292$        
Sewer PIF 5,544$   5,544$                5,544$                5,544$        
Water PIF 4,614$   4,614$                4,614$                4,614$        

Subtotal 10,158$ 10,158$              10,158$              10,158$     
Total 15,766$ 17,283$              17,902$              19,450$     

* Fees based on January 1, 2023 adopted rates

Single-Family Unit (Square feet)
Impact Fee and Plant Investment Fees*
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complete submittal, and subsequent rounds of review will be issued within 
15 days of a resubmittal. 

1. B.ii. Expedited Review For Rent Units. Any project including at least 10% 
of the units as 60% AMI Affordable Units, when submitted, will be advanced 
in the current planning workflow so that the initial round of review comments 
on behalf of the City will be issued within 30 days of a complete submittal, 
and subsequent rounds of review will be issued within 15 days of a 
resubmittal.

Development projects often note that “time is money,” and as such, the speed in 
which a project can be reviewed, revised, and approved is important to the 
development community. Many of the City’s standard practices already create 
abbreviated review times compared to other communities. For example, the 
Railyard project (196 units) was reviewed and approved by the City in 
approximately 10 weeks, of which the project was under review by the City for 
49 days. Another similar project (48 units), the Struthers Residence was in the 
City’s review cycle for approximately 22 weeks of which the project was under 
review by the City for 78 days. Notwithstanding these relatively expeditious 
review timelines, there may be additional time savings that could be reaped by 
a project being forwarded to the front of each City Staff’s workload with not to 
exceed timelines for review and comments to be issued. 

Attachment A: Administrative Procedures. 5.f. For projects already subject 
to a land use or deed restriction imposed by an entity such as CHFA, HUD, or 
another similar agency, the City will forego the requirement of an additional 
restriction.

Projects constructed with funding assistance from agencies such as CHFA, 
Colorado Division of Housing, DOLA, and HUD already require deed or land 
use restrictions which functionally preserve the affordability of that project over 
an extended period. Requiring additional restrictions may serve to complicate 
the funding and create unnecessary complications for owners of the property 
when they may want or need to transact the property.

For Sale Unit Incentive. As discussed above, Staff is recommending changes to the 
proposed for-sale unit incentive that would include the fee waivers for units up to 120% 
AMI, include an Expedited Review and modify the Administrative Procedure 5.f.  Staff 
also recommends that mortgage rates are tracked and should there a decline in rates, 
that this incentive be reevaluated, and the AMI target (120%) be adjusted downwards 
to 100% AMI or below.  

For Rent Unit Incentive. At this time, Staff is not recommending any changes to the 
rental unit incentive except Expedited Review. In discussions with the development 
community, there were three distinct groups that provided feedback on this portion of 
the incentive. 

As expected, the not-for-profit organizations indicated they would utilize the incentive 
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for their projects and expressed gratitude that the incentive would be formalized and 
would not require case-by-case requests to the City for fee waivers. 

For-profit developers indicated that most of their projects are driven solely by 
profitability, and unless the incentive could match dollar-for-dollar the discounted rental 
rates to meet the target AMI levels, they would not utilize such an incentive. For all the 
for-profit projects discussed during the focus groups, the level of subsidy required 
would likely be unaffordable for the City. 

For example, in new market-rate apartment projects in Grand Junction today, a one-
bedroom apartment might rent for around $1400 a month, including estimated utilities. 
(The monthly rent at The Railyard, including estimated utilities, is around $1310; at 
The Eddy, it’s around $1460.) A $1400 monthly rent (including utilities) is only 
affordable for those who are earning 90% AMI or above. If these market-rate units 
were made affordable for those earning 60% AMI, then the rent + utilities of the unit 
could not exceed $925 per month (according to the definition of affordability, which 
states that housing costs cannot exceed 30% of a person’s income). As a result, an 
incentive would have to provide a $475 per-unit-per-month subsidy in order to make 
the unit affordable for those earning 60% AMI, or an annual subsidy of $5,700 per unit. 
Over a 30-year period, this equates to a $171,000 subsidy for a single unit, which 
doesn’t factor in any increases in the unit’s market-rate value. For an apartment project 
that delivers 10 affordable units at 60% AMI, this would be a $57,000 subsidy per year, 
or a $1,710,000 subsidy for 30 years.

The third group that provided feedback was for-profit developers that specialized in 
LIHTC projects. In general, a LIHTC project is required to provide housing at 60% AMI 
or less. Feedback received indicated the proposed City incentive may be able to assist 
in making a LIHTC project more attractive to investors as well as possibly allowing for 
a deeper level of affordability for each project.  

Utilizing this incentive, a housing project that is entirely affordable rental units would 
have all impact fees and PIFs waived. For a mixed-income housing project that 
delivers at least 10% of their project as affordable units, impact fees and plant 
investment fees would be reduced by 30% for the entire project. Below is a table 
showing an example of a mixed-income project in which 17 of 168 units (10%) are 
affordable units. This example project is located outside of the City’s existing 
Redevelopment Area. School impact fees are collected on behalf of School District 51 
and are therefore not subject to any city-approved waiver.
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A second mixed-income project example (shown below) reflects a rental housing 
project that delivers less than 10% of their project as affordable. In this project, there is 
a total of 168 units, but only 15 are affordable. In this case, impact fees and plant 
investment fees for each Affordable unit would be waived.

The remainder of the draft incentive remains consistent with the previous version. A 
redlined version of the draft resolution has been attached for review and discussion, 
including Attachment A, which outlines the Administrative Procedures related to this 
incentive. The incentive is proposed to become effective immediately upon adoption. 
Applications to utilize the incentive would be opened within 60 days or less from the 
effective adoption date of the incentive. This incentive could be simultaneously applied 
or “stacked” with other incentives that may be offered by the City, such as the 
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Redevelopment Area and Corridor Infill Incentives. Other public incentives may also be 
secured through the DDA. Should this incentive be approved, Staff recommends 
establishing, as part of the annual budget, a line item to backfill “waived” fees for 
projects that may utilize this incentive.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The exact fiscal impact of this incentive will depend upon the affordable units proposed 
within any given year and the number of projects that utilize this incentive. Staff has 
included two examples of hypothetical projects within the report. Both Impact Fee and 
Plant Investment Fee waivers require the City to backfill the lost revenue from those 
waived fees. In August, Staff recommended establishing, as part of the annual budget, 
funding to pay fees for projects that may utilize this incentive. In September, the 
proposed funding resources for this incentive included General Fund and/or revenue 
from a dedicated tax. In the 2023 Staff recommended budget, $2,565,500 was set 
aside for affordable housing related projects, and all or a portion of these funds could 
be utilized for this incentive. Of the $2,565,500 budgeted for affordable housing 
projects, $259,000 was projected to come from the proposed short-term rental excise 
tax), $804,000 was projected to come from the 1% increase in the City’s lodging tax, 
and $502,500 was projected to come from the City’s general sales tax on Cannabis 
retail sales. However, since the ballot measures did not pass, $1.063 million is no 
longer revenue that could be utilized to fund this incentive. Should Council support this 
incentive further direction on how to fund should be discussed. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO. XX-22

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION INCENTIVE FOR 
AFFORDABLE FOR SALE AND FOR RENT UNITS IN THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

RECITALS:

In May 2021 the City in conjunction with several housing agencies completed a Grand Valley 
Housing Needs Assessment (HNA). The HNA showed a poverty rate in Grand Junction of 16% 
which is well above the state average, a rental housing gap of 2,168 units for households 
earning less than $25,000 (roughly 30% to 50% Average Monthly Income [AMI]), a need for 
accessible housing units for the 15% of the City's population that are disabled, and a 
generalized substandard condition of housing units within the community.

In response to and informed by the HNA, in October 2021, the City Council adopted a Housing 
Strategy outlining twelve (12) strategies tailored to address certain needs identified in the HNA 
with two of the top needs being “production and availability gaps including needs for additional 
affordable rentals and “starter homes and family homes priced near or below $250,000.” 

Strategy 5 calls for the City to “formalize existing incentives and consider additional incentives 
for affordable housing development.”  By and with this Resolution the City Council is 

In June 2022, the City Council approved Resolution 48-22 and adopted a definition of Affordable 
Housing as “Housing units with a contractual requirement (deed-restriction or income restriction 
of no less than 30 years) that keeps the cost of rent or mortgages affordable to households 
making 80% or less of AMI”. 

As demonstrated in the HNA, the City’s most acute housing needs are for rental units for 
households below 30% AMI and up to 60% AMI and for ownership units for households at or 
below 80% AMI

 Resolution 48-22 includes a goal to increase the total housing stock in the City for residents at 
80% AMI or less by 225 to 350 units over the next 5 years (an average range of 45 to 70 units 
per year).

By adopting this Resolution, the City Council establishes and provides an incentive to produce 
Affordable Housing units. 

For the reasons stated in the Recitals, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction does 
hereby adopt the Affordable Housing Production Incentive for Affordable For Sale and For Rent 
units to become effective immediately and without further action by the City Council, the terms 
and provisions of this resolution shall expire on December 31, 2025.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND 
JUNCTION, COLORADO:
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The 2022 Affordable Housing Production Incentive together with the Administrative Procedures, 
Attachment A hereto, are hereby adopted and made effective immediately (also known as the 
“Effective Date” for purposes of Attachment A, Administrative Procedures) as follows:

1. Upon application and a determination by the City that an Affordable Housing project 
has or will be able to conform to the Grand Junction Municipal Code, the City 
Manager is authorized to waiver applicable  Development Impact Fees 
(Transportation Capacity Payment [TCP], pPolice, fFire and P, parks) and water and 
wastewater Plant Investment Fees (PIFswater, sewer) collectively referred to as 
“Fees” for the Affordable Housing units that  have an affordability term of at least 30 
years and are determined by the City to be “affordable” as defined and described 
below.
 

a. Affordable For Sale Units
i. For sale units at 1280% AMI or below receive Fee waivers.

ii. A Project or Subdivisions providing at least 10% of the units at 100% 
AMI, will be subject to Expedited Review. 

b. Affordable For Rent Units
i. For rent units at 60% AMI or below receive Fee waivers. 

ii. A Project providing at least 10% of the units at 60% AMI, will be 
subject to Expedited Review. 

iii. A Project providing at least one (1) Affordable rental unit that 
comprise at least 10% of rental units at 60% AMI receive a 30% Fee 
waiver for the Project or that part of a mixed-use Project that is 
residential.

iv. A Project providing at least two (2) Affordable rental units that 
comprise at least 20% of rental units at 60% AMI receive a 50% Fee 
waiver for the Project or that part of a mixed-use Project that is 
residential. 

2. Without further action by the City Council, the Affordable Housing Production 
Incentive shall on expire on December 31, 2025.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS 7th day of September 2022.

ATTEST: __________________________
Anna M. Stout
President of the Council
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___________________________
Amy Phillips
City Clerk 
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ATTACHMENT A
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION INCENTIVE 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

Application. 
1. For 2022, applications will be available no later than 60 days after the Effective Date. In 

future years, no later than July 1 of a given year, applications may be made to the City 
for an Affordable Housing Production Incentive. 

2. At a minimum, the application for an Affordable Housing Production Incentive Project 
(Project) shall include the following:

a. Project Name, property ownership, developer’s, or entity(s) information;
b. Description of how the Project will address the City’s housing needs and whether 

the units in the Project will be “for sale” or “for rent.” The Project description shall 
include but not be limited to an explanation of how many people the Project will 
serve, the level of need served as determined by AMI and/or if there are other 
considerations made for population served; 

c. Description of the Project timeline, whether the Project is dependent on other 
grant funding or entitlements, whether the Project will be phased, and if there any 
known uncertainties for the Project;

d. Description of the developer’s experience with and capacity to implement the 
Project; 

e. Amount of incentive being requested as determined by the Affordable Unit count 
and/or portion of project that is residential.

f. A preliminary financing plan and letter from a State or Federally chartered 
commercial bank or lender expressing the ability, expertise, and financial 
capability of the developer’s ability to complete the Project.

Application Review and Funding Reservation.
3. An application found by the City in its sole discretion to be consistent with the Affordable 

Housing Production Incentive and that demonstrates ability and capacity to perform will 
be recommended by the City Manager (or designee) for funding.

4. During the City’s annual budget process, City Council will review the recommendations 
and consider the suitable Project(s) for funding during the following fiscal year(s).  If an 
Affordable Housing Production Incentive is for more than one year each year shall be 
subject to annual appropriation.  The City Council may utilize the General Fund or other 
special revenue funds such as dedicated revenue for affordable housing for the 
repayment of the fees to appropriate Enterprise Fund(s) and/or Development Impact 
Fees in the amount of fees waived for a Project(s) pursuant to this incentive policy. 

Incentive Agreement.
5. Should an Incentive be approved by City Council, the City and the developer and Project 

entity(ies) shall execute an Affordable Housing Production Agreement, which agreement 
shall at minimum provide: 

a. The value of the Fee waiver” as a not to exceed amount 
b. Terms for the commencement and completion of the Project
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c. Payment schedule whereby the Fees waived upon the completion of the Project 
will be credited or paid by the City pursuant to the Affordable Housing Production 
Incentive

d. Remedy for default 
e. Recording memorandum
f. A Land Use Restriction Agreement and/or Deed Restriction requiring affordability 

of the Affordable Units for a 30-year term. For projects already subject to a land 
use or deed restriction imposed by an entity such as CHFA, the city will forego 
the requirement for an additional restriction.

f.g. Other provisions, as deemed appropriate by the City Attorney.

Maintenance of Agreement
6. The City shall either directly or through a contractor:

a. Income qualify renters and/or buyers; and,
b. Review and approve lease agreements verifying maximum rent (plus utilities 

and other expenses related to the rental of the unit) do not exceed 60% AMI 
for the tenant. No unit or portion of a unit shall be sublet; and

c. Conduct periodic audits at intervals determined necessary or appropriate of 
the Projects compliance with the Affordable Housing Production Incentive 
agreements.  Audits shall include but not limited to compliance with deed 
restrictions, lease terms and income qualifications of buyers and tenants.

7. Deed restricted “for sale” units shall be subject to an annual equity appreciation cap 
(e.g., 3% per year).

Definitions.

I. “Affordable Unit” means any primary or multi-family dwelling unit for rent for 60% 
Area Median Income or below or a primary or multi-family dwelling unit for sale for 
1080% Area Median Income or below.

II. “Area Median Income - AMI” means the area median income as regularly determined 
and published by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD).

III. “Expedited Review” means the City will issue first round review comments on a 
project in no more than 30 days and further rounds the City will issue review 
comments in no more than 15 days.

III.IV. “Fees” means 

a) “Sewer Plant Investment Fee” means a plant investment fee (PIF) collected on 
behalf of Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility. Does not include any fee collected 
by any other wastewater provider.

b) “Water Plant Investment Fee” means a plant investment fee (PIF) collected on 
behalf of the City of Grand Junction. Does not include any fee collected by any other 
water provider.
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c) “Development Impact Fees or Impact Fee” means certain fees now collected or as 
may be later applied and collected, also known as Development Impact Fee(s), for 
the purposes of police, fire, parks and recreation, transportation capacity and/or 
other governmental functions and services.
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October 21, 2022 
 

Chase Cain 
Development Manager 
LDG Development 

 
To:  Ashley Chambers 

City of Grand Junction Housing Manager 
 

Re: Endorsement and Response to City of Grand Junction Development Incentives and Affordable 
Housing Goals 

 
City of Grand Junction Development Incentives Overview and Recommendations 

 
Leading Objectives  
 

• Urge infill and redevelopment in City Centers (CC) and Important Corridors (IC) by providing 
incentives based on dollars invested in the community and affordable housing.  

 
• The incentives aim to fulfill the City of Grand Junction’s current Housing Strategy (2021) and 

comprehensive plan objectives.  
 

• The incentives will encourage private developers to develop within the CC and IC and utilize 
the existing infrastructure to manage the City’s growing economy and provide quality, safe, 
and sustainable housing for households across the income band. 

 
Corridor Infill Incentives 

Qualified Areas Redevelopment Area, Important Corridors, and City Center 
Community Benefit Efficient Use of infrastructure, reduce commuting distance and automobile 

dependency, reduce suburban sprawl, encourage redevelopment 
Developer Benefit 50% or greater Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP) reduction + 

100% Plant Investment Fees (PIF) + 100% impact fee reduction + 100% 
Open Space (OS) + sales/use tax rebate if at least $51 million is invested 
in the community. (Further referred to as “Development Impact Fees.”) 

 
 

Affordable Housing Incentive 
Qualified Areas Anywhere in Grand Junction 
Community Benefit 30+ years of affordability, encourage mixed-income communities for 

households with incomes up to 60% of the area median income (AMI.) 
Developer Benefit Waive 100% development impact fees for units that are affordable; waive 

30% of development impact fees for communities with at least 10% units at 
or below 60% AMI. 
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Recommendations 
Description Advantages 
Expand the qualifying AMI levels to 120% to 
serve the missing middle. 

- Provides housing for the “Missing Middle” 
households and individuals who compete 
with an accelerated population shift from 
pricey urban centers to cities that are trying 
to attract and retain populations.  

- A working family and young professional 
could live close to work and recreation 
without being cost burdened renting a 
market rate apartment.  

- Lowers barrier to entry for future jobs and 
industry growth. 

Expanding Public/Private Partnerships and Tax 
Exemptions 

- These exemptions help offset the income 
loss from providing below market rents and 
stabilizes the developer’s return for more 
certainty in the development process and 
meet the City’s housing goals.   

o Special Limited Partnerships (SLP) 
could mean co-ownership for 
Government Agency/Authority) 

o Ground-Lease Agreements with 
Property Tax Abatement  

Provide expedited permitting review for 
developments providing affordable housing. 

- Improves financial feasibility of projects.  
- Provides more certainty in the development 

process.  
- Provides more affordable units at certain 

levels that would not be possible otherwise.  
  
Other incentives worth exploring:  

- Land Banking 
- Extend lease-agreement to 99 years in City’s charter 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on these initiatives.  
 

 
 
Chase Cain 
Development Manager  
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Memo to: Greg Caton and Tamra Allen 
From: Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce Board 
Date: August 18, 2022 
Subject: City Infill and Affordable Housing Incentives 
 
The Chamber Board of Directors reviewed the City Infill and Affordable Housing Incentives as 
proposed to City Council at their board meeting this morning.  Overall, the board is very pleased 
that such an incentive program being established for infill/redevelopment and affordable 
housing. 
 
While there were no comments regarding the infill/redevelopment incentives the board did have 
some concerns about the affordable housing incentive.  Specifically, the board expressed that the 
definition of affordable housing being defined as up to 60% of AMI may be too narrow, 
particularly in addressing the needs of workers.  While area wages have been growing the costs 
of housing have been growing even faster. 
 
The suggestion from the board was to provide a more graduated scale of incentives based on the 
AMI of the units being deemed affordable housing.  While realizing this may complicate the 
calculations and administration of this incentive it would also benefit a greater population and 
encourage diversity in housing stock.  By way of example based on the chart in the draft 
incentive, continue to provide the 30% reduction in fees for ten units at 60% of AMI, then add a 
20% reduction in fees for ten units at up to 75% of AMI and a 10% reduction for ten units at up 
to 95% of AMI. 
 
This is still consistent with the existing policy statement found in the Impact Fee section of 
GJMC (21.11.010(K)) that provides “To promote the provision of low-moderate income 
housing in the City, the City Council may agree in writing to pay some, or all of the impact fees 
imposed on a proposed low- or moderate- income…” 
 
Thank you for allowing us to comment on the proposed City Infill and Affordable Housing 
Incentives draft and for your commitment to addressing infill/redevelopment and affordable 
housing.  
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Housing Strategy #6. 
Allocate City Owned Land (And/or Strategically Acquire Vacant and Underutilized 

Properties) for Affordable and Mixed-Income Housing

This information is related to implementation of Grand Junction Housing Strategy 6: Allocate City Owned 
Land (and/or Strategically Acquire Vacant or Underutilized Properties) for Affordable and Mixed-Income 
Housing. The strategy language from the Housing Strategy is excerpted below for reference.

 

HSP STRATEGY 6. ALLOCATE CITY OWNED LAND (AND/OR 
STRATEGICALLY ACQUIRE VACANT OR UNDERUTILIZED 
PROPERTIES) FOR AFFORDABLE AND MIXED-INCOME HOUSING. 

Property acquisition costs, especially in developed areas of the city, is a major component of the 
cost of developing affordable housing. The city and other public agencies, such as Mesa County 
and the State, own properties which could potentially reduce costs and facilitate development of 
affordable housing. While much of this property is either already utilized for public facilities or is 
inappropriate for residential development, there may be opportunities to leverage additional 
affordable and mixed-income housing through better utilization of publicly owned property. It is 
increasingly common for local governments to donate, discount, or lease vacant land or 
underutilized properties (e.g., closed schools, vacant or out-of-date public sector offices) for use 
as residential mixed-income or mixed-use developments. Some properties are acquired after 
businesses have been closed for illegal use or very delinquent taxes. These properties are held 
in a “land bank” by the City and eventually redeveloped by nonprofit or private developers 
through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. Land banks vary in forms from single parcels to 
multiple, scattered site properties, to large tracts of land. The land can be donated, discounted, 
or offered on a land lease to the selected developer who agrees to a specified affordability level 
or community benefit. A good starting point in this process for any community is creating an 
inventory of existing public land that could be used for housing sites in the future.

Benefits. Conducting an initial inventory of publicly owned land is a low/no-cost step. Land 
banking and donation can reduce future development costs (particularly if acquired when land 
costs are low) and maintains flexibility in meeting future needs because the land can be held and 
then used for acute needs as they arise. Converting vacant land or underutilized retail can also 
have tax benefits to the city (performing residential, even if with a lower property tax value, is 
better than vacant and abandoned land from a revenue perspective).

Challenges. Acquiring land can be costly (depending on market cycle); limited supply can 
require quick response to land available (staffing/authority concern); and there is a risk that 
future needs will not align with expected land use.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Outcomes depend on existing land inventory and 
committed resources though there is potential for high impact (substantial number of units). This 
works best in communities where there is land available to repurpose; when the city can acquire 
land at reasonable costs (e.g., during a down market); and when the city has strong partnerships 
with non-profit developers or existing land trust programs.
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Recommended actions for Grand Junction:
 Inventory existing public land (including land owned by the City, the County, State, the 

school district, and others) and evaluate feasibility for residential development. 
 Establish partnerships with local affordable developers and land trusts who may be able 

to develop the land into affordable rental or ownership units. 
 Evaluate funding sources for land/property acquisition that could be utilized to create or 

preserve affordable housing. 
 Actively watch for property and land to acquire to repurpose (this could include vacant 

land, underutilized/vacant commercial, and/or small naturally occurring affordable 
multifamily housing).

Overview

In early August, Staff presented an overview of information related to Land Banking and   Land Trusts 
and made the recommendation for the City to focus on land banking and strategic land acquisition as a 
means of assisting in growing the supply of available properties for affordable housing development. 
Once acquired, the City would work with housing partners such as for-profit developers, LIHTC 
developers, Grand Junction Housing Authority, Habitat for Humanity, Housing Resources of Western 
Colorado, Grand Valley Catholic Outreach, Homeward Bound, etc. to develop affordable units (for-sale 
and/or rent) as illustrated in the Affordable Housing Pipeline below.

There are many different options for how a Land Bank can be established and how it will operate. 

Option A: Buy and Sell (Managed by the City) – A “buy and sell” land bank would allow the City to 
acquire property and then sell the property for specific purposes under established criteria. Property 
could be sold or gifted/given to an organization or developer when the City wanted to dispose of the 
property, or the property could be held for a period of time until a specific project was identified that 
met specific criteria – such as through a direct request or an RFP process to a developer.  This type of 
land bank would be operated by City Staff with the direction of City Council Based on current City 
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Charter, if the City of Grand Junction were to establish a “buy and sell” land bank, land would have to be 
acquired for the sole purpose of the criteria specified (i.e housing) and could not be utilized for any 
other “governmental purpose.” Due to City charter, currently owned city land council would not be 
available for sell or disposition without a vote of the people. 

Fort Collins currently operates a land bank in a manner like the “buy and sell” model. Their primary goal 
is to acquire sites currently lacking infrastructure, to lower the price, and then wait until development in 
the area occurs. In theory, as surrounding development projects result in the construction of utilities 
and streets, the property held in the land bank will be less expensive to develop in the long run. Fort 
Collins’s uses their land bank for long-term holds (and then sell), for at least 10 years, and then resells 
the property to affordable housing developers at 90% of the fair market value with specific stipulations 
for use. This works well in a time of economic recession when property’s purchase price is lowered but 
less effective when housing and property costs and needs are increasing.  

Option B: Buy for a Specific Project – This option would allow the City to purchase property on a specific 
project-by-project for the purpose of another organization/developer to build affordable housing. 
Utilizing this option, the City would not take the title of the property but would purchase property on 
behalf of another organization or entity and immediately transfer title to that entity. In September 2021, 
the Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Mother Teresa House Project was purchased in this manner. This 
Option presents as more of a land acquition tool than a land banking tool. This Option can be effective 
for clearly identified projects but less effective for acquiring land for taking advantage of market 
fluctuation impacting the cost of land over a longer time. This Option could be paired with another land-
banking Option. This option limits the possibility of opportunistic land acquisition that may occur due to 
immediate opportunity or availability and does not allow for any type of longer-term land holding. 

Option C: Buy and Lease– The “buy and lease” form of land banking would allow the City to utilize 
existing City-owned land -- or purchase land in the future -- for the specific purpose of housing, but the 
City would not be able to sell the land without each property going to the vote of the people. Under 
current Charter provisions, land could be leased for up to 25 years to affordable housing entities – which 
is generally understood to not be a sufficient term for financing through entities such as CHFA and LIHTC 
investors that often look for a minimum of 35 years but more typically up to 99-year lease term. This 
type of land bank would be operated by City Staff with the direction of City Council Based on current 
City Charter, if the City of Grand Junction were to establish a “buy and lease” land bank, currently 
owned land and newly purchased land could be utilized for leasing. Due to ballot measure 2c failing, 99 
year leasing is not an option, and therefore, staff does not believe this is a viable option for pursuing at 
this time. 

Option D: Buy and Sell – (Managed by a Separate Board)– This Option functions similarly to Option A 
with one key difference. In this Option, the City could either acquire property and then immediately give 
the property to a separate entity formed for the purpose of land banking or could directly provide funds 
to the entity for the purpose of land acquisition. This could be a new not-for-profit entity,a separate 
corporation such as Las Colonias Development Corp. The entity would be managed by a separate board 
of directors and make decisions about the disposition/sell of land at their discretion absent direct 
involvement or oversight by the City Council.  This Option may allow for purchasing, holding, leasing, 
selling, or distribution of resources with the highest degree of flexibility, since the land bank could 
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operate on its own terms without many governmental restrictions. This type of land bank also allows for 
property rental, development, and operation of the property if the entity so chooses.
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MEMORANDUM
To: City of Grand Junction

From: Mollie Fitzpatrick, Root Policy Research

Re: Affordable Homeownership Structures and Resale Formulas

Date: November 7, 2022

This memo provides an overview of policy considerations related to the structure of 
deed-restricted homeownership to maintain affordability over time. Though specific 
deed-restrictions vary by program and by community, the intent is to create a binding 
agreement that governs resale prices, equity sharing, and affordability in owner-
occupied homes that were created using public subsidies or incentives.  

Term of affordability: wealth building vs permanent inventory. The 
term of affordability refers to the length of time that a deed-restriction is in place—in 
other words, how long the home is required to stay affordable. Some programs use a 
relatively short (often 15-year) deed restriction, with the goal that a family would be able 
to capture full market returns if they stay in the home for the duration. This type of 
program prioritizes wealth-building for those families over keeping the home affordable 
in perpetuity. Other programs focus on a longer deed-restriction, 60-99 years (effectively 
in perpetuity) so that the home remains affordable to the specified income level over 
the long term. This approach preserves the affordable inventory but does not create as 
much wealth for the home occupants (note that the occupant would still build equity 
while living in the home, just would not capitalize on the full market resale potential). 

Resale formula. Resale formulas refers to how the sale price of an income-
restricted home is determined for all subsequent buyers. These formulas typically 
include an appreciation “cap” or maximum amount that a property can appreciate 
annually, the intent of which is to keep the home affordable to the target income over 
time. Some resale formulas specify an annual appreciation maximum while other 
specify the portion of market value increase an owner is entitled to keep (i.e., base price 
plus 25% of the increase in market value at time of sale). Additional allowances are 
typically made for direct investments to home equity (i.e., improvements) so that 
current owners can recover any improvement investments. Resale prices also typically 
include a transaction fee that is paid to the program manager (e.g., the City) in order to 
cover the program costs related to the deed restriction and income qualification. 

An example of a full affordability covenant (i.e., deed restriction), including a suggested 
resale formula are available in the “2021 Model Declaration of Affordability Covenants” 
linked under the Additional Resources heading. 
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Program management and enforcement. Affordable for-sale (ownership) 
programs related to municipal funding or incentives typically take one of two options for 
program management and enforcement: 

1) The City manages and enforces the program internally, which typically requires 
dedication of staff resources (less than a full-time person for a small program). 
Responsibilities typically include working with developers as they engage with the 
program, but also managing resales including resale formula calculation, tracking 
the property (and deed restriction) to ensure future compliance, income-qualifying 
buyers to purchase the property, and sometimes maintaining a pool of buyers for 
potential resale. Since the workload does fluctuate by activity, it can be a challenge 
for staff management, particularly in fairly small programs. 

2) Another option is to partner with a non-profit entity, often a housing authority, for 
program management and compliance. This typically involves a contractual 
agreement for performance of the duties described in the previous bullet and an 
agreement for compensation. Compensation differs by contract, but can be per 
hour, per unit, per resale, or an annual fee. 

Additional resources: 
 Grounded Solutions Network (https://groundedsolutions.org/) provides lots of 

resources related to affordable home-ownership (including community land trusts, 
inclusionary, and incentive-based programs. One specific tool to review is a model 
deed restriction that can be adapted to any community’s needs: 
https://groundedsolutions.org/tools-for-success/resource-library/2021-model-deed-
restriction

 Local Housing Solutions (https://localhousingsolutions.org/) also provides excellent 
policy overview for affordable ownership options and example programs.  
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Housing Strategy #13. 
Provide Community Engagement and Education Opportunities to Address Housing 

Challenges and Promote Community Participation

On October 6, 2021, City Council adopted Resolution No. 82-21, which outlines 12 housing strategies to create a 
balanced approach for promoting both affordable housing (housing for households making 80% AMI or less) and 
attainable housing (housing for households making between 80-120% AMI). Since that time, and with partner 
feedback, Staff has identified the need to adopt an additional 13th strategy focused on community engagement and 
education to aid in addressing the City’s housing needs. 

Housing issues and solutions are often complex, technical topics. Community engagement and education is essential 
to ensure that (a), the community understands and is informed on housing-related initiatives that might affect their 
day-to-day lives, and (b), community housing needs are accurately identified, so that these needs can then be 
addressed and prioritized by the City. Formalizing and adopting a housing-specific community engagement and 
education strategy will help City leaders clearly communicate the City’s housing strategies, bring all relevant 
stakeholders into the City’s housing policymaking processes, and create equitable housing solutions that have the 
support of the community.

Background. Since commencing work on implementing the City’s 12 housing strategies, Housing Staff have heard 
many community stakeholders express a need for increased communication and community engagement on 
housing-related matters in Grand Junction. Over the past few months, this need has been communicated by three 
main groups: 

The first group includes residents of Grand Junction, who have recently made more frequent comments to City Staff 
and City Council regarding the unhoused population in the city. Their comments clearly illustrate a demand for, at 
minimum, more information on how the City is working with the growing number of unhoused individuals in Grand 
Junction. As affordable housing becomes a larger concern among the public as well, residents would also benefit 
from general education on complex topics such as affordable housing terminology, homelessness, poverty, and 
more. Other areas of public education could include forums for minimize NIMBYism, as well as more spaces to 
disseminate information on future development projects, funding sources for housing, and utilization of public 
dollars for housing.

The second group includes local partner organizations, who have, on multiple occasions, emphasized the importance 
of education in the housing and homelessness realm. For example, United Way recently contacted City Housing Staff 
and other partner organizations to brainstorm potential poverty and housing-related classes after receiving funding 
explicitly intended to create educational opportunities around housing for tenants, landlords, homeowners, and 
more. There was also discussion to educate the public more generally on the causes and experiences of poverty. The 
fact that there is funding available in the community to specifically address a gap in housing-related education 
speaks to the importance of communication and community engagement in this field.

Finally, the third group that has expressed interest in increased housing-related communication includes City Staff 
themselves, along with other local elected and appointed officials. While City Staff have been dealing with housing 
and homelessness issues on a department-to-department basis for many years, the formation of Housing- specific 
staff positions has made it possible for more expertise within the City to address these issues. As a result, there have 
been several requests made of Housing Staff to synthesize and provide more information on the current state of 
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housing and homelessness in Grand Junction, as well as to offer best practices in tackling these issues, so that other 
departments can do their jobs more effectively.

Beyond the call for a strategic housing-related communications and community engagement from our local 
community, there is also a national and international precedent for prioritizing communications efforts within the 
housing realm. For example, The Housing Coalition in North Carolina,1 have published official strategies around 
communications and community engagement. Additionally, there is an annual conference in Washington, D.C. 
organized by the National Housing Conference called “Solutions for Housing Communications,” which specifically 
discusses solutions for housing-related communications and community engagement.

Recommendations. Staff has begun to inventory engagement activities that are already occurring and is working to 
identify key areas of engagement needed to continue progressing the housing strategies within Grand Junction. Staff 
recommends the City adopt a 13th strategy as outlined below: 

Strategy 13: Provide Community Engagement and Education Opportunities to Address 
Housing Challenges and Promote Community Participation  

Housing issues are complex and require community engagement and education to ensure that, first, community 
needs are identified, and secondly, that those needs are addressed and prioritized. Formalizing and adopting a 
community engagement and education strategy ensures that City leaders include all stakeholders in the process to 
building stronger, more equitable housing solutions that have support of the community. 

Benefits. Community Engagement and Education plays a central function in (1) building relationships with 
community members and local groups, (2) providing factual information about the issues, (3) internally advocating 
for widespread adoption of engagement principles across departments, and (4) coordinating communication 
between community members and City leaders. 

Challenges. Requires Staff capacity and planning. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Works well with collaborative stakeholders and can develop trust within 
community.
Moreover, developing ongoing community engagement and education can: 

 Play a neutral or mediating role between stakeholders
 Ensure communication flows consistently between internal City teams and departments, as well as the 

public
 Contribute expertise to the housing conversation
 Ensure community participation in the development of affordable and attainable housing goals and 

implementation
 Help provide awareness of housing, homelessness, and poverty to the public, community partners, policy 

makers, and internal city departments
 Help ensure an equitable approach to implementation of housing strategies
 Build support for implementation of housing strategies

 Develop trust within the community

1 https://nchousing.org/policy-advocacy/strategy-messaging/
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Recommended housing-related community engagement and education actions for Grand Junction:
 Conduct focus groups for implementation of the City of Grand Junction’s existing 12 housing strategies.
 Publish a regular community newsletter focused on community education, ways to get involved, and 

community housing resources.
 Provide regular housing updates to City Council and Staff.
 Continuously solicit community feedback through the form of polls, surveys, etc. with both internal and 

external stakeholders.  
 Create and/or support educational workshops in areas of public interest related to affordable housing, 

homelessness, and poverty such as,
o Educational sessions for tenants and landlords on Fair Housing practices and eviction prevention.
o Homeownership education sessions for lower-income residents who may qualify to own a home.
o Public education efforts to minimize NIMBYism.
o Educational sessions for developers interested in building Affordable Units, Accessory Dwelling Units 

(ADUs) and other forms of affordable housing, as well as to share about potential affordable housing 
partnership and financing opportunities.

o A “poverty simulation” for both internal City departments and the public, produced through 
partnerships with local housing & community organizations.
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PURPOSE  

This Housing Strategy builds upon the Grand Valley Housing 
Needs Assessment (HNA) by outlining strategies tailored to 
address needs identified in the HNA.  

The recommendations presented in this report are intended to 
offer a balanced approach for promoting housing affordability 
and attainability within Grand Junction. This intent is supported 
by residents’ expressed value of inclusiveness, which was 
evident in survey results and focus group findings, discussed in 
detail in Section V of the HNA, as well as Comprehensive Plan 
Principle 5, discussed in more detail below.   

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ALIGNMENT 
Comprehensive Plan Principle 5: Strong 
Neighborhoods and Housing Choices. The City’s 
Comprehensive Plan outlines the following objectives to 
achieve strong neighborhoods and housing choices:  

1. Promote more opportunities for housing choices that meet 
the needs of people of all ages, abilities, and incomes. 

2. Partner in developing housing strategies for the 
community. 

 Develop a targeted housing strategy to facilitate and 
incentivize the creation of affordable housing units for 
low-income residents and attainable housing for the 
city’s workforce. Update the strategy periodically to 
address changing needs. 

 Explore options for providing incentives for projects 
that incorporate units affordable to income levels 
identified in the housing strategy. 

 Work cooperatively with Mesa County, the Grand 
Junction Housing Authority, Catholic outreach, 
Homeward Bound of the Grand Valley, Karis Inc., and 
other partners to pursue regional efficiency in all 
matters related to affordable housing: 

 pursuing funding regionally at all levels;  

 retaining and maintaining existing affordable 
housing stock;  
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 publicizing and marketing affordable housing 
opportunities throughout the region, including 
rehabilitation and funding; 

 working to preserve viable affordable housing 
stock and ensure long-term affordability for new 
units built with financial assistance; and 

 providing supportive housing for at-risk and 
homeless populations. 

3. Support continued investment in and ongoing maintenance 
of infrastructure and amenities in established 
neighborhoods. 

4. Promote the integration of transportation mode choices 
into existing and new neighborhoods. 

5. Foster the development of neighborhoods where people of 
all ages, incomes, and backgrounds live together and share 
a feeling of community. 

The strategies outlined in this report support the vision of the 
Comprehensive Plan and align with plan principles and 
objectives. This Housing Strategy specifically satisfies the 
Comprehensive Plan directive to “develop a targeted housing 
strategy to facilitate and incentives the creation of 
affordable housing units for low-income residents and 
attainable housing for the city’s workforce.” 

DEFINING AFFORDABLITY 

The most common definition of affordability is linked to the 
idea that households should not be cost burdened by housing. 
A cost burdened household is one in which housing costs—the 

rent or mortgage payment, plus taxes and utilities—consumes 
more than 30% of monthly gross income. The 30% proportion 
is derived from historically typical mortgage lending 
requirements.  Thirty percent allows flexibility for households 
to manage other expenses (e.g., childcare, health care, 
transportation, food costs, etc.). 

However, the term “Affordable housing” is often used to 
specifically describe housing that has some type of income 
restriction or public support or subsidy, such as public housing, 
HUD housing, Low Income Housing Tax Credits, etc. 
“Attainable” or “Workforce” housing are also common terms 
used to describe affordable options for moderate income 
households.  

Figure 1 shows the income thresholds typically used to evaluate 
income qualifications for various housing programs, based on 
the Grand Junction MSA 2020 area median income (AMI). AMI is 
defined annually by HUD market studies. The figure provides 
AMI ranges and the housing types that typically serve the 
households in the AMI range. 

REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The Housing Strategy begins with a brief review of the top 
housing needs identified in the Grand Valley HNA, followed by 
an overview of existing programs and resources to address 
housing needs alongside a discussion of potential barriers to 
housing creation. Policy recommendations to address the 
identified issues follow.  
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Figure 1. Income Thresholds and Target Housing 

 
Note: AMI = HUD Area Median Family Income, 4-person household. The 2020 AMI estimate for the Grand Junction MSA is $67,700. 

Source: Root Policy Research and HUD 2020 income limits. 

Packet Page 156



TOP HOUSING NEEDS 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH GRAND JUNCTION HOUSING STRATEGY, PAGE 4 

TOP HOUSING NEEDS IN GRAND JUNCTION 

Housing needs across the Grand Junction Area are discussed in 
detail in the Grand Valley HNA and summarized herein. 
Housing pressures are unlikely to improve if the region 
continues to be a destination for economic development and 
population growth. Housing price increases have significantly 
outpaced incomes over the past decade resulting in rapidly 
declining affordability within both the rental and ownership 
markets. Due to the severe drop in the for-sale inventory, 
widening affordability gaps are particularly acute in the for-sale 
market, pushing ownership further out of reach for many 
households. 

Top needs are summarized below to provide context for the 
subsequent recommendations.  

Additional affordable rentals (or rental assistance), 
specifically for residents earning less than $25,000 per year. 
Rental affordability declined in both the county overall and in 
Grand Junction over the past decade, as rent prices rose faster 
than incomes. Grand Junction currently has a shortage of 2,168 
units priced below $625 per month (30% AMI). 

Starter homes and family homes priced near or below 
$250,000. Over the past decade, for-sale affordability and 
ownership rates have fallen in Grand Junction (and the county 
overall even with favorable interest rates). A large drop in 
inventory and low construction levels since the recession 

exacerbated price trends and contributed to even higher 
increases in recent years. Cash offers for affordably priced 
homes crowd out other buyers, while rising rents and home 
prices raise barriers to ownership (and financing).  

Additional housing resources to address unique needs 
among special needs populations including residents with 
accessibility/mobility needs, older adults, people experiencing 
homelessness, and low-income households.  

Diverse housing options to accommodate evolving needs of 
residents and a wider array of market preferences and special 
needs. Increasing the variety of product types (e.g., smaller 
homes, single family attached products, mobile/manufactured 
and prefab homes, as well as more multifamily housing) can 
help address affordability needs for middle income households 
and create opportunities for a more efficient market response 
to demand. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Another way to frame the top needs outlined above is to 
consider the key challenges to address including:  

 Shortage of affordable housing;  

 Barriers to homeownership; 

 Unique needs of special needs populations; 

 Housing instability and displacement; and  

 Housing condition. 
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EXISTING PROGRAMS & RESOURCES 
Financial resources to address housing needs in Grand Junction 
are limited. The City receives about $450,000 annually from the 
US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in 
the form of Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) 
which are allocated to infrastructure improvements in low- and 
moderate-income neighborhoods as well as housing and public 
service needs of low- and moderate-income persons and 
households. Over the past 5 years the City has expended 
approximately 23 percent of its CDBG allocation for affordable 
housing and housing-related services.  The CDBG 2021-2025 
Five-Year Plan anticipates at least this commitment of funds in 
the future.  Expenditure has included:  predevelopment costs, 
acquisition of vacant land, acquisition of existing units, 
rehabilitation of existing units, and purchase of major 
appliances for new residential units. 

A crucial asset to the City in addressing ongoing hosing needs is 
its strong network of service providers and housing-related non-
profits, including the Grand Junction Housing Authority. Figure 1 
highlights some of the key providers and their primary housing 
programs.  

This network of housing and service providers not only serves 
the needs of their individual clients but also work collaboratively 
to strategize their collective approach, discuss gaps and targeted 
needs, and share best practices. There is an active Homeless 
Coalition and an ad hoc Housing Coalition that meets 
periodically and contributed to the development of this Housing 

Strategy. Even so, the reach and impact of their services is 
constrained by the limited financial resources available.  

Figure 1. 
Grand Junction Housing Program Providers 

Source: Root Policy Research. 

Organization

Grand Junction 
Housing Authority

Affordable rental housing construction/property 
management, Housing Choice Voucher (and other 
voucher programs) administration, transitional housing 
program for homeless families with school-children, 
homeownership education and counseling, housing 
advocate and family stability program, family self-
sufficiency program. 

Housing Resources of 
Western Colorado

Affordable rental housing, housing counseling, 
homebuyer education, housing rehabilitation loan 
program, weatherization assistance program, and Self-
Help Build Housing program (supports affordable home 
ownership construction). 

Grand Valley Catholic 
Outreach

Permanent supportive housing, transitional supportive 
housing, rapid rehousing, utility assistance (one-time 
financial aid for qualifying households), day center for 
people experiencing homelessness, and affordable 
housing search assistance. 

Homeward Bound of 
the Grand Valley

Year-round homeless shelter and services for people 
experiencing homelessness.

Karis, Inc. Shelter, housing, and services for individuals experiencing 
homelessness, primarily youth.

Hilltop Community 
Resources

Provides a wide range of human services. Housing 
specific programs include shelter for victims of domestic 
violence and transitional housing and case management 
to youth transitioning from the foster care system.

Habitat for Humanity 
of Mesa County

Affordable homeownership construction and non-profit 
home improvement stores and donation centers. 

Housing Programs/Services
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Though the City does not directly administer housing programs 
it does play a key role in allocation of HUD and discretionary 
funds as well as regulating land use and development. The City 
recently adopted a forward-thinking Comprehensive Plan which 
governs the long-term vision for growth and development, 
services, and city priorities. Overall, the city’s land use code 
poses relatively few regulatory barriers to residential 
development (see Appendix A). 

Affordable housing inventory. The Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program originated in 1986 under 
the Tax Reform Act and was part of an effort by the federal 
government to devolve the obligation of publicly-supported 
housing to states and local governments. Today, the LIHTC is the 
largest single producer of affordable rental housing in the 
country. At the most basic level, the LIHTC provides investors 
with a credit against their taxes in exchange for equity capital to 
support development of affordable rental units. States 
administer the program, including setting the criteria for scoring 
applications.  

Grand Junction has 664 units developed using LIHTC, all of which 
are designated affordable to households earning less than 60% 
median family income (MFI). In addition, the city has 887 units of 
HUD-funded housing, including project-based Section 8, public 
housing, and other multifamily units. The City works to facilitate 
the development of affordable housing—including LIHTC—in 

 
1 For more information on CDOH’s existing programs, visit 
https://cdola.colorado.gov/housing  

Grand Junction through negotiations with developers, 
incentives, fee structuring and land donations. 

There are also about 1,300 housing choice vouchers in use in 
Mesa County, with which income-qualified recipients (earning 
50% AMI or less) can find market-rate units that meet their 
needs. It should be noted that vouchers and units are not 
necessarily additive as vouchers can be used in subsidized units, 
creating overlapping subsidies.  

Despite these existing units and vouchers, the need continues 
to outpace supply: According to data from the Grand Junction 
Housing Authority, as of March 2021 there are 2,266 applicants 
on the waitlist for affordable housing units and/or vouchers. 

Future resource opportunity. State resources, 
administered through Colorado Division of Housing (CDOH) may 
offer an untapped resource for future housing efforts in the City 
of Grand Junction: CDOH’s budget is forecasted to double in the 
coming years based on recent legislative changes.  Though the 
state is still determining their strategic priorities, much of the 
increase is expected to go into the Housing Development Grant 
program.1 Grand Junction should be prepared to apply for 
funding and/or support local non-profit applications and should 
plan for financial or in-kind contributions. (While there is no 
required minimum local financial match from applicants, CDOH 
expects some local contribution in the form of funding and/or 
in-kind contributions).  
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In addition to expanding local funding, CDOH is also receiving 
substantial federal resources as part of the CARES Act and 
American Rescue Plan Act. Details on state allocations and 
guidance on use of funds is still pending, but Grand Junction 
should continue to monitor developments and opportunities.  

Recent legislative changes may also provide opportunities for 
Grand Junction. HB21-1271 provides funding and technical 
assistance to local governments to make regulatory and land 
use changes that promote affordable housing; and HB21-1117 
authorizes inclusionary housing policies for both rental and 
ownership housing.

Packet Page 160



BARRIERS ANALYSIS & REGULATORY REVIEW 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH GRAND JUNCTION HOUSING STRATEGY, PAGE 8 

BARRIERS ANALYSIS & REGULATORY REVIEW 
The following section summarizes market barriers to 
affordable/attainable development and evaluates regulatory 
factors that could contribute to the city’s housing challenges.  

As noted in the previous section, the City recently adopted a 
forward-thinking Comprehensive Plan and has relatively few 
regulatory barriers to residential development. Even so, this 
section identifies areas of opportunity that may facilitate the 
creation of attainable housing. The findings are also included in 
the policy recommendations in the subsequent section. 

Market Barriers 

Market barriers to affordable and attainable housing 
development are discussed throughout the HNA and are 
summarized below:  

High cost of building materials. Shortages in raw materials, 
such as lumber, and supply chain disruptions have caused 
sharp increases in building costs over the past year. For 
builders, the volatility of commodity prices makes the planning 
process and costs difficult to manage. Though some 
commodity prices may stabilize in the wake of the COVID-19 
pandemic, material costs are forecasted to remain high in the 
coming years.  

High cost of land. As the area grows and continues to diversify 
its economic base, combined with a hot housing market and 
positive net migration, demand for raw land increases, raising 

land costs region-wide. In addition, given that most easy sites 
to develop are gone, lot development can add to cost and 
challenging soils, or other site-specific constraints make 
affordable housing development difficult to achieve. 

Labor shortages. According to input gathered from 
stakeholders in the community, the local construction 
infrastructure is stretched thin—with shortages in occupations 
key to the housing industry such as framers, electricians, 
carpenters, roofers, and even engineers. 

NIMBYism. As the area continues to grow, current residents’ 
opposition to increased density is likely to increase. This is a 
problem in all communities, from Fruita to Clifton. There is a 
cultural preference for space and low-density housing in the 
region.  This resistance to higher density creates uncertainty in 
the building process, given that pressure from public input can 
lead to a project not receiving timely or applicable entitlements 
that would allow for higher density housing.  

Regulatory Review: Land Use & Zoning 

The Zoning and Development Code for the City of Grand 
Junction was last updated in 2010 to align with the 
Comprehensive Plan adopted at that time. In conjunction with 
this strategy development Root Policy Research conducted a 
review of Grand Junction’s zoning and development regulations 
to evaluate their impact on development activity and ultimately 
housing affordability. The review provides a high-level review 

Packet Page 161



BARRIERS ANALYSIS & REGULATORY REVIEW 

ROOT POLICY RESEARCH GRAND JUNCTION HOUSING STRATEGY, PAGE 9 

and comparison of the jurisdiction’s zoning regulations against 
best practices and assesses if the jurisdiction’s regulations 
could create barriers for housing affordability. The full 
regulatory review is included in Appendix A and includes: 

 Zoning and land use best practices to remove barriers to 
housing affordability,  

 Grand Junction’s current land use and development code, 
including current zoning,  

 The adopted Land Use Plan, and 

 An evaluation of development impact fees for residential 
development.  

Areas of opportunity identified in the land use and 
development review are summarized below:  

 Allow residential infill in traditionally single family 
districts. The City of Grand Junction provides for a robust 
mix of housing types in residential and mixed use districts. 
To allow for residential infill development, the city should 
consider permitting duplexes/triplexes and rowhomes in 
lower density residential districts by right. 

 Consider relaxing minimum lot sizes and maximum 
densities. The City of Grand Junction has relatively flexible 
land use development standards with minimum densities 
and in some instances no minimum lot sizes. However, 
there are development standards that are prohibitive for 
the development of housing products such as townhomes 
and duplexes—and limit the number of units in multifamily 
developments—through maximum densities. The City has 

an opportunity to increase development capacity and 
affordability by relaxing the lot size and density standards.  

 Adjust parking standards to align with the type and 
intensity of land use. Although the city’s parking 
requirements are not atypical, many cities are adopting 
lower parking standards for more urban areas, particularly 
for multifamily housing.  For housing in areas of mixed use 
and served by transit, walking and/or biking, Grand Junction 
might consider adjusting those standards downward to 
maximize development potential and reduce overall project 
costs.  

 Formalize existing incentives and consider additional 
incentives for affordable housing development. 
Consider adopting additional incentives for residential 
developments that meet the city’s affordability goals such 
as deed restricted affordable units and reflects the vision of 
the community. Ensure available incentives, and fee 
waivers, are formal and documented in either city policy or 
ordinance to reduce subjectivity in the process and project 
long-term benefit to the community. 

 Explore the feasibility of an inclusionary zoning 
requirement. Through the comprehensive planning 
process and the development of the Housing Needs 
Assessment, the City of Grand Junction has made strides in 
understanding the housing needs of the community which 
is the first step toward increasing the supply of housing and 
promoting housing affordability. The City should explore 
the economic feasibility of an inclusionary zoning ordinance 
to increase the long-term supply of affordable units. 
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RECOMMENDED STRATEGIES 
The following recommendations are based on Root Policy Research’s experience working with peer communities and best practices; 
they were developed in conjunction with Grand Junction City Council, City staff, and Grand Junction Area housing stakeholders. Figure 
3 summarizes the recommendations in order of anticipated implementation timeline; detailed descriptions of each recommendation 
follow the figure. 

Figure 3. Recommended Strategies 

Strategy Need(s) Addressed Timeline Related Comprehensive Plan Objective

1
Participate in regional collaboration regarding 
housing/homelessness needs and services.

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing;  barriers to affordable 
ownership; unique needs of 
special interest populations, 
housing diversity

1-2 Years

Work cooperatively with Mesa County, GJHA, 
Catholic outreach, Homeward Bound of the Grand 
Valley, Karis Inc., and other partners to pursue 
regional efficiency in all matters related to 
affordable housing.

2 Adopt a local affordable housing goal(s).
Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing. 

1-2 Years Develop a targeted housing strategy

3
Implement land use code changes that 
facilitate attainable housing development and 
housing diversity. 

Barriers to affordable ownership; 
shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing;  unique needs of special 
interest populations.

1-2 Years
Promote more opportunities for housing choices 
that meet the needs of people of all ages, abilities, 
and incomes 

4
Encourage development of accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs).

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing.

1-2 Years
Promote a variety of housing types that can provide 
housing options while increasing density in both 
new and existing neighborhoods

5
Formalize existing incentives and consider 
additional incentives for affordable housing 
development.

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing. 

1-2 Years
Explore options for providing incentives for projects 
that incorporate units affordable to income levels 
identified in the housing strategy.

6
Allocate city owned land (and/or strategically 
acquire vacant or underutilized properties) for 
affordable and mixed-income housing. 

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing.

1-2 Years
Promote more opportunities for housing choices 
that meet the needs of people of all ages, abilities, 
and incomes. Develop a targeted housing strategy. 
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Figure 3 (continued). Recommended Strategies 

Source: Root Policy Research. 

Strategy Need(s) Addressed Timeline Related Comprehensive Plan Objective

7
Create a dedicated revenue source to address 
housing challenges.

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing; unique needs of special 
needs populations. 

1-2 Years Pursuing funding regionally at all levels.

8
Provide financial support to existing housing 
and homelessness services and promote 
resident access to services. 

Housing instability and 
displacement; unique needs of 
special needs populations; 
barriers to homeownership.

2-4 Years

Promote more opportunities for housing choices 
that meet the needs of people of all ages, abilities, 
and incomes. Providing supportive housing for at-
risk and homeless populations. Publicizing and 
marketing affordable housing opportunities 
throughout the region.

9
Support acquisition/ rehabilitation that 
creates or preserves affordable housing.

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing; housing instability and 
displacement; housing condition.

2-4 Years
Retaining and maintaining existing affordable 
housing stock.

10
Consider implementation of an inclusionary 
housing/linkage fee ordinance.

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing. 

2-4 Years
Working to preserve viable affordable housing stock 

 and ensure long term affordability for new units 
built with financial assistance.

11
Explore designation of an Urban Renewal 
Areas (URA) and utilization of Tax Increment 
Financing for affordable housing. 

Shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing. 

4-6 Years Pursuing funding regionally at all levels.

12
Consider adoption of a voluntary rental 
registry program in conjunction with landlord 
incentives. 

Housing instability and 
displacement; housing condition; 
shortage of affordable/ attainable 
housing.  

4-6 Years
Retaining and maintaining existing affordable 
housing stock.
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STRATEGY 1. PARTICIPATE IN REGIONAL 
COLLABORATION REGARDING HOUSING/ 
HOMELESSNESS NEEDS AND SERVICES.  

The Grand Junction Area has a strong network of housing 
providers already collaborating regionally (e.g., Homeless 
Coalition and an ad hoc Housing Coalition). These stakeholders 
desire to increase regional efficiency and advocacy in pursuing 
funding and in implementing for effective housing strategies 
throughout the region. The City should participate in the efforts 
of the ad hoc housing coalition and other opportunities to 
advance regional housing/homelessness efforts and funding. 

Benefits. Presents a unified approach to regional housing 
issues; increases efficiency in applications for funding and 
allocation of resources and defines common goals. 

Challenges. Political challenges and differing perspectives 
on regional strategies. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Works 
best with well-connected and collaborative stakeholders. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Continue to participate in Homeless Coalition and ad hoc 

housing coalition meetings and discussions;  

 Participate in a policy and action group which would help 
spearhead policy efforts regional resource allocation  
throughout the Grand Junction Area; 

 Monitor/investigate new and innovative potential funding 
sources (e.g., CDOH programs, health foundations, COVID 
relief funding sources and others). 

 Partner with local employers and advocate for employer 
sponsored/subsidized housing. 

 Consider regular data updates for the regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (every 3-5 years).  

STRATEGY 2. ADOPT A LOCAL 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING GOAL(S).  

Formally adopting local affordable housing goals helps 
establish a target for the city to monitor progress. Goal 
structure varies by community; for example goals can be:  

 Output oriented (e.g., 10% of all housing units will be 
affordable to households earning less than 80% AMI by 
2040);  

 Input oriented (e.g., the City will allocate 20% of housing 
trust fund resources to services for people experiencing 
homelessness); or  

 Value oriented (e.g., increase the supply of attainable 
ownership housing available to those making less than 
100% AMI). 

Goals should be related to identified needs, reflect City 
priorities, and provide clear direction with measurable 
outcomes. 

Benefits. Signals to development community the City's desire 
for affordable development; provides a benchmark for the City 
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in navigating negotiations with developers and/or establishing 
incentives.   

Challenges. Political challenges in defining goal; if goal 
specifies income category, may reduce flexibility in future; 
outcome-oriented goals are not always in the city’s control. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Outcomes 
vary depending on the goal as well as the other tools in place to 
help the city achieve its goal.  This works best when paired with 
other tools and strategies designed to support the goal. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Work with housing coalition and non-profit partners to 

identify specific housing targets over the next five years to 
inform affordable housing production goal.  

 Consider committing to a goal related to the housing gap or 
related to annual production of affordable housing units. 
For example “Reduce the housing gap by 500” or “Create 
500 new affordable units over the next 5 years.” Note actual 
target should be informed by anticipated production (see 
previous bullet).  

 Include clear definitions of “affordable” and “attainable” 
housing in targets.  

 Track annual affordable housing production (or other 
metrics) to measure progress toward goal.  

STRATEGY 3. IMPLEMENT LAND USE CODE 
CHANGES THAT FACILITATE ATTAINABLE 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING 
DIVERSITY.  

Land use and zoning regulations that provide flexibility, clarity, 
and incentives for residential development are essential for 
promoting the development of affordable housing. Zoning 
regulations that negatively impact residential development 
affordability include restrictions such as minimum house 
and/or lot sizes, limited land zoned for moderate density 
(missing middle) options and/or multifamily, prohibitions on 
accessory dwelling units, and prohibitions on manufactured 
housing. Specific opportunities for improvement in Grand 
Junction's code are identified and attached to the strategy 
report as Appendix A. 

Benefits. This aligns with the City's comprehensive plan and 
provide an opportunity to increase housing diversity and 
affordability. 

Challenges. Changes in allowed density, product type and 
parking are often met with public opposition. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Increase 
housing diversity and naturally occurring affordable/attainable 
housing stock. Works best in communities with additional 
development capacity and where community vision (i.e., Comp 
Plan) is aligned with code updates.  

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
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 Allow residential infill in traditionally single family districts.  

 Consider relaxing minimum lot sizes and maximum 
densities.  

 Adjust parking standards to align with the type and intensity 
of land use.  

 Actively rezone property to densities of R-8 (Residential 8 
units per acre) or greater aligned with the 2020 One Grand 
Junction Comprehensive Plan. 

See Appendix A for additional details.  

STRATEGY 4. ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT 
OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADUS).  

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) are smaller independent living 
spaces on the same lot as a single-family home. ADUs can be 
attached to the home itself or be separate structures on the 
owners’ property. They have minimal impacts on the character 
of single-family neighborhoods. Strategies to encourage their 
development and affordability include: eliminating parking 
requirements, assist with site planning and provide free off-the-
shelf plans, short-turnaround approval process for ADUs, 
provide financial assistance for homeowners to create ADUs, 
waiving development fees for ADUs that will be restricted to 
low-income occupants, provide low- and moderate-income 
homeowners interest-free loans for an ADU project.  In 
addition, some communities are moving to allow secondary 
ADUS.  This should be considered for appropriateness in Grand 
Junction or within specific areas of Grand Junction. 

Benefits. ADUs can be a relatively inexpensive way to create 
low-cost housing units, free up low-income housing, and 
increase density in single-family areas, while reusing existing 
infrastructure such as water and sewer. 

Challenges. Requires additional staff capacity for 
development review. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Can 
expand the housing stock and allow low-income owners to 
generate income from their property. Works better with a rental 
license program and regulation of short-term rental units. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Conduct focus group(s) or surveys among residents who 

have recently constructed ADUs to evaluate the overall 
process of permitting/constructing ADUs as well as the 
impact of potential incentives (as outlined in the description 
above).  

 Consider creating an easy-to-follow guide for homeowners 
looking to build ADUs (example from San Marcos: 
www.sanmarcostx.gov/1567/Accessory-Dwelling-Units) and 
proactively communicate opportunity for ADUs to 
residents.  

 Consider allowing secondary ADUS. 

 Based on focus group/survey responses consider pilot 
program for ADU incentives.  
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STRATEGY 5. FORMALIZE EXISTING 
INCENTIVES AND CONSIDER ADDITIONAL 
INCENTIVES FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
DEVELOPMENT.  

Development incentives to encourage developers/builders to 
build affordable housing can take many forms: 

 Permit or process-oriented incentives (e.g., fast track 
development approval; city-assigned, dedicated planning 
advocate to help move the development through the 
approval process; reduction in public meeting 
requirements; 

 Regulatory incentives such as density or height bonuses 
(allows for more units to be built than allowed by right by 
zoning);  

 Fee waivers/rebates (Colorado state law allows impact fees 
to be waived for affordable housing); and 

 Tax incentives for affordable development (or land 
donation to affordable development.  

Development incentives are tied to a contractual commitment 
to produce an agreed-upon share of affordable units (can be 
rental or owner). Most policies mandate set asides of between 
10 and 30 percent of units affordable to 50% to 80% of area 
median income (AMI), depending on the market, and set 
affordability periods that range from 15 to 99 years. The 
average length of time for deed restrictions is 30 years. 

Benefits. Places burden on developers to create (or 
contribute to) city's housing goals but does so by providing 
benefit (typically in the form of additional profit) to developers-
-can be a win-win for developers and city. Can be structured to 
incentivize any kind of development (e.g., missing middle), not 
just affordable development. Signals City's development 
priorities to developers. 

Challenges. Requires staff capacity to monitor compliance; 
can be challenging to structure in order to create affordable 
units depending on existing zoning and development process. 
(For example, density bonuses only work if the entitlement 
density is low enough to entice developers to accept the 
incentive). 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. When well 
structured, incentives can be relatively high impact (generate 
moderate number of units) for very little cost to the city. Works 
best in growing markets and in communities with additional 
capacity for development. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Evaluate informal incentives previously extended to 

affordable (or other) development over the past 5 to 10 
years.  

 Convene local developers (affordable and market-rate) to 
evaluate the market demand for potential incentives.  

 Codify desired incentives in City codes or affordable 
housing policy focusing on incentives that increase the 
supply of affordable housing.  
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STRATEGY 6. ALLOCATE CITY OWNED 
LAND (AND/OR STRATEGICALLY ACQUIRE 
VACANT OR UNDERUTILIZED 
PROPERTIES) FOR AFFORDABLE AND 
MIXED-INCOME HOUSING.  

Property acquisition costs, especially in developed areas of the 
city, is a major component of the cost of developing affordable 
housing. The city and other public agencies, such as Mesa 
County and the State, own properties which could potentially 
reduce costs and facilitate development of affordable housing.  
While much of this property is either already utilized for public 
facilities or is inappropriate for residential development, there 
may be opportunities to leverage additional affordable and 
mixed-income housing through better utilization of publicly 
owned property. 

It is increasingly common for local governments to donate, 
discount, or lease vacant land or underutilized properties (e.g., 
closed schools, vacant or out-of-date public sector offices) for 
use as residential mixed-income or mixed-use developments. 
Some properties are acquired after businesses have been 
closed for illegal use or very delinquent taxes.  

These properties are held in a “land bank” by the City and 
eventually redeveloped by nonprofit or private developers 
through a Request for Proposal (RFP) process. Land banks vary 
in forms from single parcels to multiple, scattered site 
properties, to large tracts of land. The land can be donated, 

discounted, or offered on a land lease to the selected developer  
 

who agrees to a specified affordability level or community 
benefit. A good starting point in this process for any community 
is creating an inventory of existing public land that could be 
used for housing sites in the future. 

Benefits. Conducting an initial inventory of publicly owned 
land is a low/no-cost step. Land banking and donation can 
reduce future development costs (particularly if acquired when 
land costs are low) and maintains flexibility in meeting future 
needs because the land can be held and then used for acute 
needs as they arise. Converting vacant land or underutilized 
retail can also have tax benefits to the city (performing 
residential, even if with a lower property tax value, is better than 
vacant and abandoned land from a revenue perspective). 

Challenges. Acquiring land can be costly (depending on 
market cycle); limited supply and can require quick response to 
land available (staffing/authority concern); and there is a risk 
that future needs will not align with expected land use. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Outcomes 
depend on existing land inventory and committed resources 
though there is potential for high impact (substantial number 
of units). This works best in communities where there is land 
available to repurpose; when the city can acquire land at 
reasonable costs (e.g., during a down market); and when the 
city has strong partnerships with non-profit developers or 
existing land trust programs. 
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Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Inventory existing public land (including land owned by the 

City, the County, State, the schools district, and others) and 
evaluate feasibility for residential development. 

 Establish partnerships with local affordable developers and 
land trusts who may be able to develop the land into 
affordable rental or ownership units. 

 Evaluate funding sources for land/property acquisition that 
could be utilized to create or preserve affordable housing. 

 Actively watch for property and land to acquire to 
repurpose (this could include vacant land, 
underutilized/vacant commercial, and/or small naturally 
occurring affordable multifamily housing). 

STRATEGY 7. CREATE A DEDICATED 
REVENUE SOURCE TO ADDRESS HOUSING 
CHALLENGES.  

Local funding or a “Housing Trust Fund” can have an impact on 
meeting housing needs. “Trust funds” have grown immensely in 
popularity with reductions in federal funding for housing. 
Revenue sources are varied and include: General Obligation 
Bonds, Real Estate Transfer Taxes (RETT), commercial and/or 
residential linkage fees, sales tax, jurisdictional general fund 
set-aside or cash-in-lieu from inclusionary zoning buyouts, and 
other types of taxes, generally those that are directly tied to 
demand for housing. 

 

Benefits. Can be used on a variety of programs to address 
needs across the housing spectrum; flexible funding source 
without federal regulations.  

Challenges. Does not always have political support; efficacy 
is tied to level of funding; requires staff capacity to manage and 
allocate resources. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Can be 
very effective, depending on funding amount and priorities. 
Works best when City has clear housing plan/goals and has staff 
capacity to manage. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 If possible, appropriate funding in the short-term for 

implementation of the Housing Strategic Plan. 

 Establish working group to evaluate the potential for 
sustainable, dedicated local funding and determine the 
most appropriate source of funds. Often, a General Fund 
allocation is the easiest way to initiate a Housing Trust Fund, 
but a dedicated stream is ideal for the long-term.  

 Conduct analysis of the cost of other prioritized housing 
strategies and/or related capital items.   

 Determine priorities for the fund—what programs/policies 
should it support? Consider the other strategies outlined in 
this report that require funding for efficacy.  
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STRATEGY 8. PROVIDE FINANCIAL 
SUPPORT TO EXISTING HOUSING AND 
HOMELESSNESS SERVICES AND 
PROMOTE RESIDENT ACCESS TO 
SERVICES.  

Some CDBG funds are currently allocated to support nonprofits 
that are providing housing, housing services, and/or services to 
people experiencing homelessness, but additional funding 
would increase capacity. Top priorities among stakeholders 
included: 

 Services and housing for people experiencing 
homelessness;  

 Homeowner rehab program (grants or loans to assist low-
income homeowners with needed repairs; can be 
emergency repairs or maintenance needed to preserve 
homes).   

 Foreclosure and eviction prevention (can include housing 
counseling generally for mortgage debt restructuring; 
short-term emergency rent and utilities assistance for 
renters; and/or landlord-tenant mediation). 

 Home ownership education outreach/workshops to lower 
income citizens who may qualify to own a home. 

 Down payment assistance (programs that help households 
attain homeownership through financial support for closing 
costs and down payments). 

In addition to financially supporting existing programs, the City 
could also promote participation by ensuring there is  an 

accessible online inventory of housing programs (local and 
state) and qualifications in an easy-to-access format and in 
multiple languages. Programs can also be affirmatively 
marketed to historically marginalized populations and those 
with historical disparities in homeownership.  

Benefits. Preservation is much less costly than new 
development; prevents displacement of existing residents. 
Generally low cost and high impact; provides assistance to 
those who need it most and reduces public costs related to 
homelessness and other social services by preventing 
foreclosure and eviction. Creates access to homeownership 
and housing stability. 

Challenges. Requires funding and administration as well as 
strong non-profit partners 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Improves 
existing housing stock; reduces foreclosures and evictions; 
increase homeownership and can help with workforce 
retention. Works best with a trusted non-profit partner. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Evaluate the potential for a database (and source of 

communication) of affordable housing options in the 
community and/or promote the state’s affordable housing 
search platform (www.coloradohousingsearch.com)   

 Use the City’s website to help promote existing housing 
options and services in the community.  
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 Contingent on implementation of Strategy 7, include 
additional funds in annual program allocation (alongside 
CDBG allocations).  

STRATEGY 9. SUPPORT ACQUISITION/ 
REHABILITATION THAT CREATES OR 
PRESERVES AFFORDABLE HOUSING.  

In this strategy nonprofits or for-profit affordable housing 
developers purchase privately-owned but low-priced housing 
options, or subsidized units with affordability periods ending 
(“at risk” affordable housing). Owners make needed 
improvements and institute long- term affordability. This 
strategy can also support conversion of hotels/motels into 
affordable or transitional housing. At-risk housing stock may 
include private rentals with rising rents, manufactured housing 
parks, or lower-cost single- family homes and real estate owned 
(REO) properties. Rental properties can be maintained as rental 
or convert to cooperative ownership. Ownership properties can 
be resold to lower-income families or leased as affordable 
rentals. A City's role is often  to provide financial resources to 
non-profits for the acquisition and rehab projects. This program 
can also be structured as rehab grants to existing multifamily 
owners in exchange for contractual affordability. 

Benefits. Generates guaranteed affordability out of existing 
stock (less costly than new development); can be used for rental 
or ownership. 

Challenges. Can be difficult to identify properties, though it 
can be structured at the city level as a resource pool for non-

profits, which reduces the staffing and management burden on 
the city. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success.  
Generates some affordable units. Works best with a trusted 
non-profit partner. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
 Establish partnerships with local affordable developers who 

would own/manage the units. 

 Contingent on Strategy 7, dedicate local resources to an 
acquisition/rehab program. 

 Design RFP process for entities who wish to access funds or 
prioritize CDBG spending for the purpose of acquisition 
and/or rehabilitation of housing resources.   

STRATEGY 10. CONSIDER 
IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INCLUSIONARY 
HOUSING/LINKAGE FEE ORDINANCE.  

Policies that require or incentivize the creation of affordable 
(income-restricted) housing when new residential and/or 
commercial development occurs, either within the same 
development or off-site. Some inclusionary housing ordinances 
allow the developer to pay fees "in lieu" of developing the 
affordable units. Policies can be implemented as required or 
voluntary and can include "off-sets" and/or incentives for the 
provision of affordable housing. 

Benefits. No direct cost to city other than enforcement, has 
the ability to generate a substantial number of units. 
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Challenges. Regularly faces opposition from development 
community who view such ordinances as putting full burden of 
current housing challenges onto new development.  

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Generates 
substantial number of units when structured well. Works best 
in communities with additional capacity for development and 
that are experiencing growth. 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
With the recent passage of Colorado HB21-1117, Colorado 
communities can now implement inclusionary housing that 
applies to both rental and for-sale development. Given this 
recent change, the City should consider this as a 5+ year 
strategy: 

 Monitor new inclusionary programs implemented 
throughout the state and continue to evaluate whether 
such a program would be effective and appropriate in 
Grand Junction.  

 Evaluate the option of inclusionary housing every 2 
years to consider whether the City desires to institute a 
program. 

 Interview existing program administrators and an 
economic feasibility study of the potential affordable 
requirements 

STRATEGY 11. EXPLORE DESIGNATION OF 
AN URBAN RENEWAL AREAS (URA) AND 
UTILIZATION OF TAX INCREMENT 
FINANCING FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING.  

Revenue generated by borrowing against projected growth in 
property tax revenues within designated redevelopment (urban 
renewal) areas. All or a portion of the tax increment can be set 
aside for affordable housing preservation and production. 

Benefits. Can generate affordable units or provide monies 
for incentives in new units within targeted areas; leverages new 
and/or existing funding source. 

Challenges. Can impact total TIF package as property tax 
revenue on affordable developments may be low.  URA can be 
cumbersome, expensive and time-intensive to establish and 
manage. 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Generates 
modest volume of affordable units. Works well when affordable 
housing is paired with uses that generate higher future tax 
revenue (e.g., retail) 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
Convene task force to evaluate the viability of URA designation 
and TIF priorities. Interview other communities where this 
approach is used to evaluate how it could apply in Grand 
Junction, such as Colorado Springs, Fort Collins, Loveland, and 
Denver.  
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STRATEGY 12. CONSIDER ADOPTION OF A 
VOLUNTARY RENTAL REGISTRY PROGRAM 
IN CONJUNCTION WITH LANDLORD 
INCENTIVES.  

Having a rental registration or license program (a program in 
which landlords are required to obtain a license from the City) 
make it easier to promote best practices and resources to 
landlords, identify problem landlords, and implement a variety 
of renter protections (such as housing quality standards). 
Voluntary registration programs can be paired with landlord 
incentives; examples include:   

 Access to security deposit insurance in exchange for 
accepting housing choice vouchers; 

 Access to grants or interest free loans for rehab in exchange 
for keeping units affordable (income restricted); and 

 Access to grants or incentives in exchange for converting 
short term rentals to long terms rentals. 

Landlords participating on voluntary programs typically also 
receive access to city-provided resources such as template 
leases (in English and Spanish), fair housing training, landlord-
tenant mediation services, etc.  

Benefits. Promotes equity, relatively easy to implement, 
provides resources to landlords. 

Challenges. Monitoring and compliance is difficult (requires 
staff capacity). 

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Depends 
on structure of program. Can improve existing housing stock 
(quality inspections and rehab), can create additional 
affordable housing stock, can improve conditions for renters 
and better equip landlords. Works in any market 

Recommended actions for Grand Junction: 
Form task force to review best practice research on program 
design and evaluate priorities for program implementation. 
Consider community and landlord engagement to help refine 
policy proposal.  
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RELATIVE COST AND 
IMPACT OF STRATEGIES 

Figure 4 plots the strategy 
recommendations along two axes to 
help gauge their relative cost and 
impact. It should be noted that “cost” is 
used broadly and can mean financial 
cost, staffing resources, political effort, 
etc. Note that cost and impact may 
differ from the figure depending on final 
policy/program design 

Strategies in the lower left portion of the 
figure are generally low cost but also 
low impact. Cost increases as you move 
to the right (x-axis) and impact increases 
as you move up (y-axis). Strategies in the 
upper right are generally high cost but 
also high impact. Strategies are color-
coordinated based on their 
implementation timeline. 

This matrix should not be the only 
criteria for evaluating strategies but 
does provide some guidance in 
considering the most effective options 
given resource constraints.  

Figure 4. Relative Cost and Impact of Recommended Strategies   

Source: Root Policy Research. 
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CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS 
As the City of Grand Junction continues to pursue 
implementation of the Comprehensive Plan—including 
building “Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choices”—the 
strategies outlined above provide a roadmap for achieving 
desired outcomes and addressing identified housing needs.  

A balanced housing stock accommodates a full “life cycle 
community”—where there are housing options for each stage 
of life from career starters through centenarians—which in turn 
supports the local economy and contributes to community 
culture. Encouraging the market to develop sufficient supply to 
meet demand as well as actions that help mitigate price 
increases and preserve both market-rate and publicly assisted 
housing affordability will help provide essential housing for 
residents of Grand Junction.  

Implementation of the strategies will require the City to address 
housing challenges head-on, pursue new policies, programs, 
and funding sources, and work collaboratively with regional 
stakeholders and public-private partnerships.  
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APPENDIX A. 
Land Use and Development Review 

The Zoning and Development Code for the City of Grand Junction was last updated in 2010 to align with the Comprehensive Plan 
adopted at that time. This appendix provides a high-level review of the jurisdiction’s zoning regulations against best practices and 
assesses if the jurisdiction’s regulations could create barriers for housing affordability.  

The review includes zoning and land use best practices to remove barriers to housing affordability—discussed in the context of 
Grand Junction’s current zoning ordinance and opportunities for improvement—focusing on zoning districts and permitting uses, 
development standards, parking standards, and incentives for affordable housing. The review also discusses the future land use 
plan presented in the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan along with an evaluation of development impact fees for residential 
development. The section concludes with a summary of opportunities for Grand Junction; these opportunities are also discussed 
in the Grand Junction Housing Strategy.  

Zoning Districts and Permitted Uses  
In response to housing affordability challenges and lack of diversity in housing typology, jurisdictions across the country are 
increasingly modifying land use codes to allow missing middle housing—duplexes/triplexes, rowhomes, and Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs)—in single family zones.1 Missing middle housing refer to a diverse set of housing types that result in smaller, more 
affordable, and provide more density compared to single family homes. It is a best practice to include a broad range of mixed-
use zone districts that occupy the majority of the spectrum of zone districts to permit a variety of housing types for middle 
income households. Additionally, permitting multifamily development across a wide variety of mixed-use districts more 
effectively produces communities that support neighborhood-serving retail and commercial operations and small businesses by 
allowing the market to supply services near households.2 

Grand Junction’s current code. The city has adopted ten residential districts, a variety of mixed-use and commercial 
districts, and form based residential districts. The ten residential districts provide for a range of residential development, in 

 

1 Affordability in this context encompass both income restricted as well as naturally occurring affordable housing. 
2 Elliott, Donald L. A better way to zone: ten principles to create more livable cities. Island Press, 2012. 
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addition to the mixed use districts, shown in Figure A-1. Residential districts range from rural densities to districts intended to 
discourage large lot development and encourage concentrated urban growth in community centers. According to the city’s 
zoning ordinance, the purpose for the R-12, R-16, and R-24 districts are to, “allow a mix of residential unit types and densities to 
provide a balance of housing opportunities in a neighborhood.”  

Figure A-1. 
Residential Use Table 

Note: 

A=allowed; C=conditions; Blank=nor permitted. 

 

Source: 

Chapter 21.04 Grand Junction Municipal Code. 

Areas of opportunity. The City of Grand Junction provides for a robust mix of housing types in residential and mixed-use 
districts. To allow for residential infill development, the city should consider permitting triplexes and rowhomes in lower density 
residential districts by right.  

Residential Development Standards  
Flexibility in development dimensional standards provides opportunities for residential product diversity (e.g., multifamily, 
townhomes, and duplexes) and a mix of uses to encourage more affordable residential development—compared to traditional 
single-family zoning. Conversely, zoning regulations that negatively impact residential development affordability include 
minimum house and/or lot sizes, limited land zoned for missing middle options and/or multifamily, prohibitions on ADUs, 
secondary ADUS, restrictions on land zoned and available for multifamily and manufactured housing. 

Grand Junction’s current code. The residential development standards summary table in Figure A-2 below provides 
land development requirements in each district. Overall, these residential development standards allow for a wide range of 
housing types in the city. Minimum density requirements for R-5 to R-24 residential zones discourage large lot single family 

Business Residence A A A A A A A A A A

Two-Family Dwelling A A A A A A C

Single-Family Detached A A A A A A A A C C A

Multifamily A A A A A A A A A A A

Accessory Dwelling Unit A A A A A A A A A A

Agricultural Labor Housing A A

Manufactured Housing Park A A A

All Other Household Living A A A
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detached housing development and may promote the development of missing middle housing types and promote affordability. 
These zones provide an alternative to the traditional single-family regulations in zones R-R to R-4. However, minimum lot sizes 
and densities may increase the cost of residential development and discourage missing middle housing.  

Figure A-2. 
Residential Use Table 

 

Source: 

Chapter 21.03 Grand Junction Municipal Code. 

Figure A-3 shows the development standards for mixed use and commercial districts. For mixed use and commercial districts, 
maximum heights and residential development densities are likely to have the most impact on the number of units constructed 
and the affordability of those units. Similar to mixed use minimum densities in residential districts, minimum densities along 
commercial corridors increase the opportunity for more residential units and helps provide access to transit. 

Minimum Lot Size 
(min.)

5 
acres

1 acre
30,000 
sq. ft.

15,000 
sq. ft.

7,000 
sq. ft.

4,000 
sq. ft.

3,000 
sq. ft.

n/a n/a n/a

Lot Coverage 
(max)

5% 15% 20% 30% 50% 60% 70% 75% 75% 80%

Height 
(max)

35 35 35 35 40 40 40 60 60 72

Density 
(min. units per acre)

n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 3 6 8 12 16

Density 
(max units per acre)

1/5 
acres

1 1 2 4 6 8 12 16 n/a

R-24R-8 R-12 R-16R-R R-E R-1 R-2 R-4 R-5

Figure A-3. 
Mixed Use and Commercial 
Development Standards 

 

Source: 

Chapter 21.03 Grand Junction Municipal Code. 

Minimum Lot Size 
(min.)

5,000 
sq. ft.

10,000 
sq. ft. 

n/a
20,000 
sq. ft.

20,000 
sq. ft.

1 
acre

1 
acre

1 
acre

1 
acre

1 
acre

1 
acre

Lot Coverage 
(max)

70% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Height 
(max)

40 40 80 65 65 65 65 65 65 50 50

Density 
(min. units per acre)

4 8 8 12 n/a n/a 8 8 n/a n/a n/a

Density 
(max units per acre)

n/a 16 n/a 24 n/a n/a 24 24 n/a n/a n/a

M-U BP I-1 I-2R-O B-1 B-2 C-1 C-2 CSR I-O
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Areas of opportunity. The City of Grand Junction has relatively flexible land use development standards with minimum 
densities and in some instances no minimum lot sizes. However, there are development standards that are prohibitive for the 
development of certain housing products—townhomes and duplexes—and limit the number of units in multifamily 
developments—through maximum densities. There is an opportunity to examine the potential for reducing or eliminating these 
standards to increase development capacity and thereby affordability.  

Parking Standards  
Parking standards can vary based on use rates and existence of public parking lots in the area. The traditional standard of two 
parking spaces per dwelling unit is reasonable in low density residential districts, but many cities are adopting lower parking 
standards near transit, multifamily development, and mixed-use areas.  

Some communities establish parking standards to account for lower vehicle ownership rates among certain types of households, 
such as seniors and low-income households. Senior apartments, assisted-care units, congregate care facilities, and studio and 
one-bedroom apartments are likely to have lower parking demand than developments of the same size. A zoning policy that 
requires an equal number of parking spaces per bedroom will result in an oversupply of parking.  

Grand Junction’s current code. Grand Junction requires the typical two parking spaces for single family and duplex 
units with one additional unit required per accessory dwelling unit (ADU)—for example, a duplex with an ADU would require five 
off-street parking spaces. For multifamily development, the number of spaces required is based on the number of bedrooms per 
unit. For one-bedroom units 1.25 spaces are required, two-bedroom units require 1.5 spaces, and three or more-bedroom units 
require 2 spaces. The city does allow projects to request an alternative parking plan but this can be cumbersome and add 
expense to a project. 

Areas of opportunity. Although these requirements are not unreasonable, many cities are adopting lower parking 
standards for more urban areas, particularly for multifamily housing.  Grand Junction should consider adjusting parking 
standards downward to promote affordability and greater land utilization.  

Incentives for Affordable Housing  
Incentives are formalized affordability requirements in exchange for development benefits such as fee waivers, expedited 
permitting, tax abatements, and density bonuses. To encourage the development of affordable housing, the code should 
recognize the difficult economics involved and should offer incentives. Common incentives include smaller lots, increased density 
in multi-family areas, reduced parking requirements, or waivers or reductions of application fees or development impact fees. 
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While zoning and subdivision incentives alone are often not enough to make development for lower levels of AMI economically 
feasible, they can be part of a broader package of incentives (for example, including financial incentives or land contributions) 
that make those projects feasible.  

Grand Junction’s current code.  Grand Junction currently discounts transportation impact fees (50% reduction per 
additional story) in the city “redevelopment areas” to encourage development in those areas. Additionally, Grand Junction’s 
Zoning and Development Code currently allows for the City Council to waive impact fees imposed on affordable housing 
development.  

Areas of opportunity. Consider additional incentives for residential developments that meet the city’s affordability goals 
and reflects the vision of the community.3 The recently adopted Comprehensive Plan suggests the City, “explore options for 
providing incentives for projects that incorporate units affordable to income levels identified in the housing strategy.” The city 
should ensure available incentives, including the existing fee waivers, are formal and documented in either city policy or 
ordinance to reduce subjectivity in the process. 

A note about inclusionary zoning. In 2021, the Colorado General Assembly enacted House Bill 21-1117 which permits 
local governments to enact inclusionary zoning ordinances on rental units (for-sale was already allowed). Inclusionary zoning 
generally regulates new development or redevelopment to encourage the construction of new affordable units. Local 
governments must provide one or more alternative options to constructing the units such as a fee in-lieu or land dedication.  

Additionally, in order to adopt an inclusionary ordinance, local governments must take one or more of a set of actions to 
increase the overall number and density of housing units. As specified in HB21-1117, these potential actions include:  

 Adopt changes to its zoning and land use policies that are intended to increase the overall density and availability of housing, 
including but not limited to: 

 Changing its zoning regulations to increase the number of housing units allowed on a particular site; 

 Promoting mixed-use zoning that permits housing units allowed on a particular site; 

 

3 See Housing Strategy for additional details on specific incentive recommendations. 
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 Permitting more than one dwelling unit per lot in traditional single family lots; 

 Increasing the permitted households size in single family homes; 

 Promoting denser housing development near transit stations and places of employment; 

 Granting reduced parking requirements to residential or mixed use developments that include housing near transit 
stations or affordable housing developments; 

 Granting density bonuses to development projects that incorporate affordable housing units; or adopting policies to 
promote the diversity of the housing stock within the local community including a mix of both for sale and rental housing 
opportunities; 

 Materially reduce or eliminate utility charges, regulatory fees, or taxes imposed by the local government applicable to affordable 
housing units; 

 Grant affordable housing developments material regulatory relief from any type of zoning or other land development regulations 
that would ordinarily restrict the density of new development or redevelopment; 

 Adopt policies to materially make surplus property owned by the local government available for the development of housing; or 

 Adopt any other regulatory measure that is expressly designed and intended to increase the supply of housing within the local 
government’s jurisdictional boundaries.  

Areas of opportunity. Through the recent comprehensive planning process and the development of this housing needs 
assessment, the City of Grand Junction has made reasonable strides and efforts toward increasing the supply of housing and 
promoting housing affordability. The city should explore the economic feasibility of an inclusionary zoning ordinance to increase 
the supply of affordable units. 

Future Development  
Adopted planning documents including the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance establish a vision for future development 
and a roadmap to achieve that vision through land use regulations. In addition to the most common regulatory barriers, the 
geographic zoning patterns and development trends influence housing choice and affordability.  

The City of Grand Junction adopted the updated Comprehensive Plan in December 2020. The Comprehensive Plan provides 
insight into the vision for future residential development in the community. The following excerpts from the Plan provide 
population growth estimates, housing unit estimates, and the future land use plan to provide needed housing types. 
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 Population growth estimates. “Grand Junction is expected to continue to represent approximately 40 percent of Mesa 
County’s population over the next 20 years. This would result in a population of approximately 90,000 people within City 
limits by 2040–an increase of 23,071 people. Similarly, the State Demographer has estimated that, by 2040, the population 
within the Urban Development Boundary will account for an additional 34,000 people for a total of approximately 124,000 in 
the City’s planning area.” 

 Housing unit estimates. “Based on the projected population growth and the city’s average household size of 2.29 
people, approximately 11,400 additional housing units will be needed within City limits by 2040. Housing options that 
address a variety of needs such as cost, quality, age, and type are a key concern in Grand Junction. 

Grand Junction’s housing supply will need to grow and diversify to meet the community’s future needs. Today, Grand 
Junction has an estimated 27,990 housing units. This inventory is predominantly single-family homes: 62 percent of all 
housing units are detached. Of owner occupants, 85 percent live in single-family units compared to 32 percent of renters, 
while 55 percent of renters reside in apartment units.” 

 Future land use. “To support the community in meeting current and anticipated housing needs, the Comprehensive Plan 
policies and the Land Use Plan encourage the creation of more mixed-use, walkable neighborhoods and mixed-density 
neighborhoods with a wider range of housing types. Policies also encourage higher density development in areas located 
within urban intensification areas as well as priority growth areas such as the city’s core, University District, Downtown 
District, and areas along transit corridors. 

The Land Use Plan is a tool to guide future development within the City and its Urban Development Boundary. It will be 
applied through day-to-day decision making as a means to help implement a shared vision for the physical growth of the 
City. The plan includes a map that depicts locations for different types of land uses and a description of each land use.” 

Figure A-4 shows a map of the Land Use Plan for the City of Grand Junction presented in the Comprehensive Plan. Medium to 
high density residential development is concentrated near downtown, near shopping and employment centers and along major 
transportation corridors.  

Development impact fees. Impact fees are imposed on new development to support the additional infrastructure 
required to service new development. Common impact fees include water, wastewater or sewer, transportation, fire, police, 
parks and recreation, and schools. Stakeholders indicated the City of Grand Junction’s impact fees are prohibitive for multifamily 
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residential development. A comparative analysis of fees with other communities in Colorado was conducted to evaluate the city’s 
fees, and the city’s impact fees have not been identified as a barrier to development. 

Areas of opportunity. The recently adopted comprehensive plan provides a roadmap for land use code updates to 
prioritize Plan Principle 5, “Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choices.” The plan outlines the following actions to achieve this 
principle. 

 Promote more opportunities for housing choices that meet the needs of people of all ages, abilities, and incomes. 

 Partner in developing housing strategies for the community. 

 Support continued investment in and ongoing maintenance of infrastructure and amenities in established 
neighborhoods. 

 Promote the integration of transportation mode choices into existing and new neighborhoods. 

 Foster the development of neighborhoods where people of all ages, incomes, and backgrounds live together and share 
a feeling of community. 
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Figure A-4. Future Land Use 

 
Source: City of Grand Junction  
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Summary of Areas of Opportunity  
The following opportunities were identified through this land use and development review: 

 Allow residential infill in traditionally single family districts. The City of Grand Junction provides for a robust mix 
of housing types in residential and mixed-use districts. To allow for residential infill development, the city should consider 
permitting triplexes and rowhomes in lower density residential districts by right.  

 Consider relaxing minimum lot sizes and maximum densities. The City of Grand Junction has relatively flexible 
land use development standards with minimum densities and in some instances no minimum lot sizes. However, there are 
development standards that are prohibitive for the development of “missing middle” housing products—townhomes and 
duplexes—and limit the number of units in multifamily developments—through maximum densities. The City has an 
opportunity to increase development capacity and affordability by relaxing the lot size and density standards.  

 Adjust parking standards to align with the type and intensity of land use. Although the city’s parking 
requirements are not atypical, many cities are adopting lower parking standards for more urban areas, particularly for 
multifamily housing.  For housing in areas of mixed use and served by transit, walking and/or biking, Grand Junction might 
consider adjusting those standards downward to maximize development potential and reduce overall project costs.  

 Formalize existing incentives and consider additional incentives for affordable housing development. 
Consider additional incentives for residential developments that meet the city’s affordability goals and reflect the vision of 
the community. The recently adopted comprehensive plan suggests the city, “explore options for providing incentives for 
projects that incorporate units affordable to income levels identified in the housing strategy.” The city should ensure 
available incentives, including the existing fee waivers, are formal and documented in either city policy or ordinance to 
reduce subjectivity in the process. 

 Explore the feasibility of an inclusionary zoning requirement. Through the recent comprehensive planning 
process and the development of this housing needs assessment, the City of Grand Junction has made strides toward 
increasing the supply of housing and promoting housing affordability. The city should explore the economic feasibility of an 
inclusionary zoning ordinance to increase the supply of affordable units. 
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 Implement the comprehensive plan. The recently adopted comprehensive plan provides a roadmap for land use 
code updates to prioritize Plan Principle 5, “Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choices.” The plan outlines the following 
actions to achieve this principle. 

 Promote more opportunities for housing choices that meet the needs of people of all ages, abilities, and incomes. 

 Partner in developing housing strategies for the community. 

 Support continued investment in and ongoing maintenance of infrastructure and amenities in established 
neighborhoods. 

 Promote the integration of transportation mode choices into existing and new neighborhoods. 

 Foster the development of neighborhoods where people of all ages, incomes, and backgrounds live together and 
share a feeling of community. 
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 2022 Income Limit and Maximum Rent Tables
for All Colorado Counties

20% to 120% of Area Median Income (AMI)

HUD Effective Date: April 18, 2022

0 Bdrm 1 Bdrm 2 Bdrm 3 Bdrm 4 Bdrm 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person 6 Person 7 Person 8 Person

- The IRS allows Housing Tax Credit projects that placed in service as of 12.31.2008 to use higher HERA Special limits.
- All Housing Tax Credit and CHFA Loan projects are “held harmless” from limit decreases. To be “held harmless,” a project must be in service before 06.03.2022.
- Housing Tax Credit and CHFA Multifamily Loan projects whose counties experienced a decrease in 2022 limits and that place in service before 06.03.2022 may continue to apply
   the same limits used in 2021.

2022 Income Limits2022 Maximum RentsAMICounty HERA

Logan 120% 1,728 1,851 2,220 2,565 2,862 69,120 78,960 88,800 98,640 106,560 114,480 122,400 130,320
Logan 100% 1,440 1,542 1,850 2,137 2,385 57,600 65,800 74,000 82,200 88,800 95,400 102,000 108,600
Logan 80% 1,152 1,234 1,480 1,710 1,908 46,080 52,640 59,200 65,760 71,040 76,320 81,600 86,880

Logan 70% 1,008 1,079 1,295 1,496 1,669 40,320 46,060 51,800 57,540 62,160 66,780 71,400 76,020

Logan 60% 864 925 1,110 1,282 1,431 34,560 39,480 44,400 49,320 53,280 57,240 61,200 65,160
Logan 55% 792 848 1,017 1,175 1,311 31,680 36,190 40,700 45,210 48,840 52,470 56,100 59,730
Logan 50% 720 771 925 1,068 1,192 28,800 32,900 37,000 41,100 44,400 47,700 51,000 54,300
Logan 45% 648 694 832 961 1,073 25,920 29,610 33,300 36,990 39,960 42,930 45,900 48,870
Logan 40% 576 617 740 855 954 23,040 26,320 29,600 32,880 35,520 38,160 40,800 43,440
Logan 30% 432 462 555 641 715 17,280 19,740 22,200 24,660 26,640 28,620 30,600 32,580
Logan 20% 288 308 370 427 477 11,520 13,160 14,800 16,440 17,760 19,080 20,400 21,720

Mesa Y 60% 877 939 1,128 1,302 1,453 35,100 40,080 45,120 50,100 54,120 58,140 62,160 66,180

Mesa Y 55% 804 861 1,034 1,194 1,332 32,175 36,740 41,360 45,925 49,610 53,295 56,980 60,665

Mesa Y 50% 731 783 940 1,085 1,211 29,250 33,400 37,600 41,750 45,100 48,450 51,800 55,150

Mesa Y 45% 658 704 846 977 1,090 26,325 30,060 33,840 37,575 40,590 43,605 46,620 49,635

Mesa Y 40% 585 626 752 868 969 23,400 26,720 30,080 33,400 36,080 38,760 41,440 44,120

Mesa Y 30% 438 469 564 651 726 17,550 20,040 22,560 25,050 27,060 29,070 31,080 33,090

Mesa 120% 1,728 1,851 2,220 2,565 2,862 69,120 78,960 88,800 98,640 106,560 114,480 122,400 130,320
Mesa 100% 1,440 1,542 1,850 2,137 2,385 57,600 65,800 74,000 82,200 88,800 95,400 102,000 108,600
Mesa 80% 1,152 1,234 1,480 1,710 1,908 46,080 52,640 59,200 65,760 71,040 76,320 81,600 86,880

Mesa 70% 1,008 1,079 1,295 1,496 1,669 40,320 46,060 51,800 57,540 62,160 66,780 71,400 76,020

Mesa 60% 864 925 1,110 1,282 1,431 34,560 39,480 44,400 49,320 53,280 57,240 61,200 65,160
Mesa 55% 792 848 1,017 1,175 1,311 31,680 36,190 40,700 45,210 48,840 52,470 56,100 59,730
Mesa 50% 720 771 925 1,068 1,192 28,800 32,900 37,000 41,100 44,400 47,700 51,000 54,300
Mesa 45% 648 694 832 961 1,073 25,920 29,610 33,300 36,990 39,960 42,930 45,900 48,870
Mesa 40% 576 617 740 855 954 23,040 26,320 29,600 32,880 35,520 38,160 40,800 43,440
Mesa 30% 432 462 555 641 715 17,280 19,740 22,200 24,660 26,640 28,620 30,600 32,580
Mesa 20% 288 308 370 427 477 11,520 13,160 14,800 16,440 17,760 19,080 20,400 21,720
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Grand Junction City Council 
 

Workshop Session 
  

Item #1.c. 
  
Meeting Date: November 14, 2022 
  
Presented By: Ken Watkins, Fire Chief 
  
Department: Fire 
  
Submitted By: Chris Angermuller 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Fire Department Consultant Study 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
The City contracted with AP Triton to perform two third-party studies for the Fire 
Department. The first study evaluates the department's organizational structure and 
response resources for the future. The second study, in partnership with the Clifton Fire 
Protection District, evaluates the feasibility of a cooperative service agreement between 
the Grand Junction Fire Department and the Clifton Fire Protection District. A 
representative from AP Triton will review the Cooperative Services Feasibility Study 
and provide a recommendation based on their analysis.   
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
Earlier this year, the City contracted with AP Triton, a public safety consulting firm, to 
perform a third-party study of the fire department’s organizational structure and service 
delivery to the community. Significant expansion of the department and increasing calls 
for service has dictated the need to evaluate the organizational structure and response 
resources for the future. A focus of this study is a comparison of the department with 
fire departments that are also experiencing growth or are of similar size and service 
level. AP Triton has completed the draft of this study and the department is currently 
reviewing it. Upon completion, this study will be reviewed by the department and City 
management for future planning of the fire department and services provided. 
  
During the initial study period, the fire department was approached by the Clifton Fire 
Protection District Board with an interest in evaluating a greater level of partnership. 
Both agencies have been working on an automatic aid agreement in anticipation of the 
opening of Fire Station 8. This station is being constructed in an area that is served by 
both Grand Junction and Clifton, creating the need for an agreement. In addition, recent 
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changes in leadership at the Clifton Fire Protection District has also increased interest 
in pursuing a partnership. Since AP Triton was already under contract, the City and the 
Clifton Fire Protection District commissioned a second study to evaluate opportunities 
for cooperative services between the two agencies. The purpose of this study is to 
evaluate whether a cooperative service agreement between the two departments is 
feasible and if it would result in more efficient service delivery overall. 
  
The Cooperative Services Feasibility Study is nearly completed and a representative 
from AP Triton will review the results of this study at the November 14th City Council 
Workshop. The study provides a baseline assessment of both agencies, identifies 
different cooperative service models, and evaluates the pros and cons of a cooperative 
service agreement. The consultant will make a recommendation based on the study, of 
whether the City and the Clifton Fire Protection District should pursue further 
cooperation of fire and emergency medical response services. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
This is for discussion purposes only. 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
This is for discussion purposes only. 
  

Attachments 
  
None 
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